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The Inconvenient Truth in Boundary Negotiations and Public Participation in the 
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Antonis James Asprakis 
Amy Slaton, Ph.D. (advisor) 
Douglas Porpora, Ph.D. (advisor) 
 
 
Boundary negotiations involving the appropriate space for public involvement in the 
production of scientific and technological knowledge can serve as a contentious area in 
the Science, Technology, and Society/Sociology of Knowledge discourse. Using H.M. 
Collins and Robert Evans’ expertise-favoring “Third Wave” model, this media discourse 
analysis examined whether the top-down conveyance of information on global warming 
provided by journalists and other “translational experts” is able to provide an appropriate 
space for the views of diverse stakeholders to be incorporated in democratic deliberations 
of technological as well as public policy actions to reduce global carbon emissions. The 
results of this analysis indicate that hidden power flows as well as adherence to specific 
socio-political worldviews in the editorials and op-ed opinion pieces of three leading U.S. 
newspapers may provide significant obstacles in the efforts of developing world 
advocates to carve out a space for themselves in the public deliberations of powerful 
Western nations such as the United States within the framework of a top-down 
relationship between the public and scientific/technological experts. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Global Warming, Boundary Work, and The Third Wave of Science Studies 
        The boundary between scientific and technological knowledge production at the 
expert level, and the appropriate site for public participation in the process to resolve 
undemocratic power dynamics, has at times served as contentious ground in the Science, 
Technology, and Society/Sociology of Knowledge discourse, as evidenced in a 2002-
2003 debate on the topic which appeared in the journal Social Studies of Science. In April 
2002, H.M. Collins and Robert Evans issued a call for a change in course regarding the 
advocacy of public participation in the production of knowledge, arguing that public (or 
even non-discipline-specific scientist) involvement in higher-order knowledge production 
has proven deleterious through, among other factors, the premature conveyance of result 
certainty. Collins and Evans asked readers to consider a revised “Third Wave” approach 
focusing on issues of expertise (2002, 246-260) in which scientists comprising the “core” 
of discipline-specific investigations should be allowed to produce “legitimate” 
knowledge without interference from extraneous agents (except for cases involving 
individuals with non-scientific yet relevant expertise attributes), as core members are 
aware of social forces/power dynamics at work within their ranks and are fully capable of 
eliminating such influences through proper scientific methodology (Collins & Evans 
2002, 245-246). 
 Acknowledging that the public cannot be left completely out of the equation, 
Collins and Evans provided nuance to their argument by separating sciences into four 
categories based on the effects of socio-political actions on measurable variables, thus 
eliminating public involvement in the production of knowledge itself while maintaining 
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the possibility of a relevant, yet much less participatory, role for the populace. Under this 
scenario, “Normal” and “Golem” sciences are located towards the end of a continuum 
requiring minimum public involvement (as public action in these areas will not affect the 
variables being studied), while “Historical” and “Reflexive Historical” sciences comprise 
the end marked by the potential for significant changes, both positive and negative, due to 
shifts in public policy (2002, 267-269). Although “Historical” and “Reflexive Historical” 
sciences fall towards the end of the continuum most sensitive to socio-political activities, 
the role of the people in these areas is envisioned as no more than a passive absorption of 
unstable data for the purpose of reaching better-informed policy decisions: 
There is a certain symmetry here: just as the scientific community is the 
appropriate location for disposing of political influence as it impinges on 
the construction of knowledge, so the polity is the appropriate locus for 
decisions about the societal response to uncertain knowledge. (Collins & 
Evans 2002, 291) 
  
In an impassionate rebuttal published in June 2003, Sheila Jasanoff described the 
potential pitfalls to such an expertise-based re-evaluation of desirable inputs in 
knowledge production by arguing that this type of approach turns a blind eye to the 
influence of often-obscured power flows, the exposure of which is crucial for an ongoing 
refinement of democratic ideals of participation (391-398). Jasanoff lists four instances 
where Collins and Evans’ model poses challenges to democratic outcomes: 
First, it is worth remembering that the presumption in democratic societies 
is that all decisions should be as far as possible public…second, public 
engagement is needed in order to test and contest the framing of the issues 
that experts are asked to resolve…Third…expertise is constituted within 
institutions, and powerful institutions can perpetuate unjust and unfounded 
ways of looking at the world unless they are continually put before the gaze  
 
 
3 
 
 
of laypersons…Fourth, participation is an instrument for holding expertise 
to cultural standards for establishing reliable public knowledge… (Jasanoff 
2003, 397-398) 
 
Although this debate may mark a specific point in the overall discourse, Collins and 
Evans’ position continues to generate important questions regarding democratic 
outcomes, especially when their defense of expertise is considered alongside issues of 
emerging elitism in countries such as the United States, a topic addressed more recently 
by Sheldon Wolin (2008). Writing in the context of increasingly neoliberal 
manifestations of public/private partnerships and global market politics, Wolin urges 
readers to consider the threat to democratic societies posed by the increasingly synergistic 
relationships between science and technology, the corporate world, and governmental 
spheres of influence, which are paving the way for an elitist U.S. society in which the 
possession of higher-order knowledge serves as the main demarcation line between the 
powerful and the powerless: 
Neither elections nor democracy is the source of the legitimation to which 
elites appeal; today, instead, education is the core legitimating principle of 
elitism….A small number of U.S. institutions select, groom, train, and 
certify a small number of individuals as exceptionally talented and 
warranting privilege. (Wolin 2008, 161;163). 
 
Under such circumstances, members of the public, which for the most part are not privy 
to the type of education/knowledge possessed by the scientific experts comprising Collins 
and Evans’ preferred “core,” are finding themselves in increasingly marginalized spaces 
unable to regain the right to participation due to them in the ideal form of democratic 
governance – in a neoliberal world, the “Third Wave” approach holds the potential to 
serve as yet another knowledge-based vehicle of exclusion for both public access to 
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information as well as the ability to democratically influence the ongoing production of 
knowledge. 
       In order to examine whether the “Third Wave” approach poses the types of threats to 
participatory democracy that are of concern to Jasanoff and Wolin, it may be useful to 
focus attention on examples of Historical and Reflexive Historical sciences – the areas 
where Collins and Evans admit that the public has a uniquely significant role to play due 
to its ability to alter the course of scientific inputs. The purpose of such an examination 
would be to see whether existing vehicles for top-down public access to scientific 
information are able to successfully negotiate inherent power imbalances and other 
challenges to broad, inclusive public participation. If these vehicles are indeed unable to 
fully inform public discourse, this would affect not only public decision-making but the 
course of related scientific endeavors, due to their reliance on public action inputs, 
providing a strong impetus for the re-evaluation of the “Third Wave” relationship 
between scientists and the public. 
A subject worthy of such an investigation is global warming, an occurrence which 
Collins and Evans themselves describe as fitting within both Historical and Reflexive 
Historical science concerns, as socio-political action in this area will have a direct effect 
on measurable variables (2002, 269), such as carbon emissions. Aside from the fact that 
global warming fits nicely within these two taxonomies, it has been argued that 
environmental policy concerns are well-suited for examination in the interpretive social 
sciences (Jasanoff 2010, 249) and in particular through the unique lens provided by 
Science, Technology, and Society/Sociology of Knowledge discourses (Yearly 1995, 
458; Buttel et al 1990, 66). Moreover, the phenomenon is also an excellent means by 
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which to test the ability of the “Third Wave” approach to produce inclusive democratic 
outcomes, as the particularities of such a large-scale environmental concern necessitate 
intense national and transnational public policy coordination, agreement, and action 
among diverse stakeholders (Sachs 2008, 335; Buttel et al 1990, 59). Since such action is 
currently hindered by divisions between developed and developing nations, as evidenced 
in the poor outcome of the 2009 United Nations Climate Summit in Copenhagen (Black 
2009), as well as the 2010 Summit in Cancun (BBC 2010), it would be crucial for the 
Collins and Evans model to ensure that the public is provided with broad and inclusive 
information and analysis, so that the voices of both the developed and the developing 
world are adequately conveyed. Moreover, this balance of analysis is particularly 
important within Western environmental public policy debates, especially in the United 
States, due to the disproportionate ability of such nations to influence global negotiations 
(Agarwal & Narain 1991, 1; Agarwal 2000, 11; Escobar 1994, 154-211). 
Global Warming and Definitions of Technological “Others” 
Prior to identifying the primary vehicle for top-down conveyance of scientific 
information on global warming to Western publics such as that of the United States, it is 
important to understand the contextual background of arguments from the developing 
world, in order to assess the effectiveness with which these voices are positioned 
alongside arguments more familiar and agreeable to Western audiences. In order to do so, 
we must briefly review the Western-driven narratives that have served as the means for 
separating nations into such seemingly neat and distinct categories as technologically 
“developed” and “developing.” 
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Although differences in technological development have factored into Western 
thought since the earliest days of global exploration, the scientific and technological 
advancements that occurred prior to, and during, the industrial revolution brought 
differences in understandings of the natural world, as well as differences in mechanical 
achievement, to the forefront of Western discourse on divisions within humanity (Adas 
1989, 21-68, 69-127). The resulting sense of superiority enabled Western nations to view 
themselves as responsible for executing a “Civilizing Mission,” by which the lives of 
inhabitants of other continents would be enriched through the provision of superior 
Western tools and low-level technical understanding, in return for submission to Western 
states and cooperation in the extraction of raw materials (Adas 1989, 199-270). As 
Western ideology shifted towards a more inclusive role for “other” peoples of the world 
during the early 20th century, modernization theory set out to once again improve the 
lives of local inhabitants, this time, however, through a mix which included education in 
Western scientific and technological thinking (Adas 1989, 402-418; Escobar 1994, 21-54; 
Cooper & Stoler 1989, 619). Through post- World War II calls for action such as the 
Truman Doctrine, all nations were encouraged to “develop” themselves according to 
American and European definitions of achievement in an effort to alleviate poverty (as 
defined through a Western, capitalist/production-oriented lens), as well as reduce the 
potential for social unrest (Escobar 1994, 3-20, 21-54, Rahnema 1991, 22-27). The 
resulting culture-blind emphasis on technological development has led to numerous 
unfortunate actions in non-Western nations, such as massive sell-offs of important 
resources, the imposition of extreme hardships on indigenous peoples, the torture and 
execution of dissidents, and ultimately, a sense of disillusionment with local cultures and 
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a strong desire to shed past cultural configurations in order to adopt Western ideologies 
of progress (Escobar 1994, 21-54).  
Another negative outcome of such post- World War II development projects has 
been the degradation of the natural environment on a global scale, an occurrence which 
has allowed Western concerns over environmental conservation to sustain the 
construction of the developing world as technological “other” and the site for urgent 
action (Escobar 1994, 21-54; Hartmann 1995, xv-xxi; Halfon 2006, xv-xix), and has 
produced questionable data-driven approaches focusing disproportionately on the poor 
(Sachs 1992, 26-36; Escobar 1994, 154-211; Halfon 2006, 31-61; Hartmann 1995, xv-
12). Saul Halfon provides a particularly useful example for our purposes when he 
describes the determination by Western aid agencies of a large-scale “unmet need” for 
birth control technology, which was reached through the gathering of seemingly 
“legitimate” data which in fact paid little attention to culturally-relevant pictures of the 
reproductive choices and worldviews of local women, often distorting responses in order 
to fit them into standardized choices that adhered to the research priorities of 
development agencies (2006, 31-61, 131-153). Halfon provides evidence of this 
occurrence in an actual interview which was categorized as identifying a woman in need 
of reproductive technology: 
              510-    Do you want a child very soon? 
              R-       What God has given me is enough. 
              I-        Then you don’t want any more children isn’t it? 
              R -      No. 
              513-   Think about the pre-days of your last child. Before the        
                         pregnancy, did you want another child? 
              R-       No, I didn’t want one but God has given me. 
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             517-     Do you think you will use any method or medicine in future for  
                         preventing pregnancy?  
              R-       No.      
              (Halfon 2006, 140-141) 
 
It is clear from the transcript that this woman did not intend to use contraception, as she 
believes in a spiritual determination of conception; however, the fact that she did not 
wish to have any more children was deemed to be sufficient evidence of an unmet need 
for birth control. This method of data production seems at odds with Collins and Evans’ 
formula which assumes that core experts are able to divest their work from subjective 
influences. 
Given the long-standing problematic state of affairs between the developed and 
the developing world, it should come as little surprise that public policy advocates 
informed by the perspective of the developing world are questioning the inherent power 
flows in the production of scientific data and policy advice on global warming (Agarwal 
& Narain 1991, 1-34; Agarwal 2000, 11-12; Escobar 1994, 154-211; Buttel et al 1990, 
60), and have issued charges of “environmental colonialism” (Agarwal & Narain 1991, 
1). A recent study of the composition of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC), the primary international body for the study of global warming, indicating that 
75% of IPCC authors come from the West certainly does not assist in the effort to combat 
critiques of unequal power dynamics (Ho-Lem et al 2011, 1308). These developing world 
policy advocates are concerned that prevalent environmental data and policy 
recommendations do not take into account the ways in which consumption patterns of 
developed nations interconnect with outcomes in the developing world (Agarwal & 
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Narain 1991, 1-34; Agarwal 2000, 11-12; Halfon 2006, 31-61). Specifically, three 
concerns arise regarding the framing of data on global warming: 
1. There appears to be an absence of data on the percentage of gas 
emissions produced by developing nations for the manufacture 
of export goods to the West (Agarwal & Narain 1991, 18). 
 
2. There tends to be an emphasis on current levels of emissions 
which hide the historical realities of where the majority of 
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere originated (Agarwal & 
Narain 1991, 9; Miguez 2002, 7-35). 
 
3. There is a lack of attention to the discrepancy between the low 
per capita emissions of developing nations when compared to 
their developed counterparts (Agarwal & Narain 1991, 2; 
Agarwal 2000, 11-12). 
 
If a democratic and inclusive discussion of scientific data on global warming is to take 
place, these concerns would need to be addressed in the Collins-and-Evans-preferred 
mechanisms for passive transmission of information to publics in Western nations such as 
the U.S.  
Such a discussion of interconnections would also be in line with the growing 
literature on post-colonial approaches to science and technology, which seek to move 
beyond convenient dichotomies such as the “West” and the “Other” to expose the 
complicated, reflexive, “translocal co-production of technosciences and social orders” 
(Warwick 2002, 647). This evolved view emphasizes global scientific and technological 
interweaving: 
These standpoints enable both the constituencies that postcolonialism 
represents and also the rest of us to understand aspects of Northern and 
Southern modernities and their sciences which were invisible or at least not 
easily detected from the typical perspective of activities of economically 
and politically priviledged Northerners…Such postcolonial standpoints  
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enable us all to avoid restricting ourselves to only the “Northern native’s” 
view of our own and other’s practices and cultures. (Harding 2008, 135) 
 
When using this perspective to enhance our view of the relationship between the 
developing and the developed world, we find that even the most well-intentioned 
contemporary efforts to enact inclusive approaches to development can fail miserably 
when they do not master the complex, and often hidden, power dynamics of a truly 
intertwined world (Nieusma & Riley 2010, 30; Nieusma 2007, 32-34 ), making exposure 
to post-colonial perspectives an integral piece in the process of assessing effective action 
of the scale required by the global warming phenomenon. 
Global Warming Policy Disagreement, The Third Wave, and Mass Media Agenda-
Setting 
            We now turn to the identification of the primary vehicle which provides top-down 
communication of scientific data and analysis to the public. Whether in print, television, 
or online formats, the mass media are the main resource used by members of the public to 
gather information on local, national, and international developments (McCombs 2004, 
146-149). Positioning mass media actors within the descriptions of expertise provided by 
Collins and Evans, we can label journalists as possessing “translational” attributes which 
allow them to: 
…take on the position of the “other,” and to alternate between different 
social worlds and translate between them. (Collins & Evans 2002, 258) 
   
Although journalists do not typically provide translation services upwards from the 
public to the scientific community, they most certainly do so in their top-down reporting 
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to the public, making their expertise in the downward translation of scientific information 
crucial to the dissemination of diverse stakeholder views. 
Given such a significant role for journalists and the mass media, it is important to 
examine them within the types of framing concerns expressed by Jasanoff, especially 
since the ability of the mass media to determine the public agenda has been well-
documented. As Maxwell McCombs and Donald Shaw demonstrated in their landmark 
study on mass media effects on voter opinions in 1972, a strong relationship exists 
between the emphasis placed by the mass media on certain issues and the public’s 
perception of those issues as important (180-181). Since 1972, numerous follow-up 
studies have helped to refine the agenda-setting role of the mass media, and have 
provided evidence of more significant ways by which they influence public opinion. In 
particular, second level agenda-setting, or attribute-agenda setting theory, has provided 
analysis which suggests that: 
…the media not only tell us what to think, they are stunningly successful in 
telling us what to think about. Explicit attention to the second level of 
agenda-setting further suggests that the media not only tell us what to think 
about, but that they also tell us how to think about some objects (McCombs 
2004, 71). 
 
This theory is of particular importance due to its direct connection to the concept of issue 
framing as expressed by Jasanoff: 
Both framing and attribute agenda-setting call our attention to the 
perspectives of communicators and their audiences, how they picture topics 
in the news…The convergence of framing and attribute agenda-setting 
significantly advances the explication of media effects by underscoring the 
special status held by certain attributes, frames, in the content of a message 
(McCombs 2004, 87). 
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When assessing the qualities of different mass media formats it appears that there is 
evidence, although inconclusive, that newspapers may provide stronger agenda-setting 
effects than television news due to the difference in capacity between the two mediums 
(McCombs 2004, 48-49). In addition, the agendas of newspaper editorials may provide 
higher levels of agenda-setting than a paper’s aggregate agenda (Shapiro & Williams 
1983, 13). With the United States figuring so prominently in global environmental policy 
concerns, research into the role played by U.S. newspaper editorials in influencing the 
public agenda of its citizenry on environmental policy priorities is particularly beneficial 
for determining whether the voices of developing world advocates are included in the 
dissemination of global warming data and analysis.  
CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 
In order examine the framing of global warming data and analysis in U.S. 
newspapers with wide domestic circulation, the LexisNexis Academic Universe online 
database was utilized to conduct a qualitative discourse analysis of editorials and op-ed 
pieces from three leading publications, The New York Times, The Washington Post, and 
The Christian Science Monitor, spanning the time period from 1990 to 2011 – a time 
period in which global warming has received primary attention in environmental policy 
discourse. The search took place during the period September, 2011 – March 2012, with 
editorials and op-ed pieces focusing on environmental issues in the context of developed 
and developing nation contributions examined against the three concerns on data 
presentation and analysis expressed by developing world advocates – the lack of data on 
emissions produced by developing nations for the manufacture of export goods, the 
emphasis on current levels of emissions which obscure the totality of Western emission 
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contributions, and the lack of comparisons of per capita emissions between the developed 
and the developing world. 
Within the above three categories, articles were analyzed in terms of the framing of 
technological distinctions provided between developing and developed nations, the data 
provided to support those particular frames, and the policy/action recommendations 
suggested. The articles were then categorized according to similarity in overall framing, 
with relevant thematic quotations from each appearing in the following section. Full 
articles from the New York Times, The Washington Post, and The Christian Science 
Monitor are compiled according to thematic framing in Appendices A-D. 
CHAPTER 3: RESULTS & DISCUSSION 
       A total of 139 editorials and op-ed/opinion pieces were identified as providing 
information (data and/or context) on developing nations in considerations of action to 
combat global warming. Table 1 provides a breakdown of articles by publication. 
 
Table 1 – Editorials and Op-Ed/Opinion Pieces by Publication 
Publication Articles – Numeric Value Articles – Percentage of Total 
The New York Times 60 43% 
The Washington Post 46 33% 
The Christian Science Monitor 33 24% 
 
 
 
Items from each publication were sorted into the following four contextual themes: 
• General Transnational Focus: Readers are urged to move beyond a 
purely domestic lens to consider the concept of global warming on a  
transnational level through analyses of international treaty negotiations 
and/or the reporting of contributions to global warming by other nations. 
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• Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S.: Readers are urged to move 
beyond a purely domestic lens to consider the concept of global warming  
on a transnational level while also considering U.S. policies, actions, or 
mindsets which hinder efforts to combat global warming. 
 
• Transnational Focus, Development Oriented: Readers are once again 
urged to move beyond a purely domestic lens to consider the concept of 
global warming on a transnational level, this time through discussions 
(both supportive and dismissive) of Western-driven development 
scenarios. 
 
• Focus on National and Competitive Technological Development: 
Readers are urged to consider future action to mitigate global warming 
through the development of green technologies or policies in a context of 
competition to outperform other nations. 
 
Articles belonging to the General Transnational Focus theme included the following 
types of framing statements: 
“What everyone agrees on is that without the participation of big polluters 
like China and India, any scheme to limit greenhouse gases will be a farce.” 
(The New York Times, June 29, 1997) 
“The heavy lifting still must be done by the governments of the industrial 
powers and their emerging counterparts in India, China and Brazil.” (The 
New York Times, May 19, 2007) 
“…China, India and the developing world must also be part of any solution, 
since economic growth in those countries will soon propel them into the 
ranks of top emitters.” (The Washington Post, July 21, 1996) 
“Rapidly developing China and India, with more than a third of the planet's 
population, are exempt from emission limits, and of the 15 European Union 
countries committed to hitting certain Kyoto targets, only two are on a path 
to do so.” (The Washington Post, June 11, 2006) 
“The globe may be warming, but a decided chill is in the air at the United 
Nations climate conference this week in Buenos Aires… First, it asks for 
economic sacrifice by the United States and other developed countries while 
excluding such key developing countries as China, India, and Brazil. These 
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nations' greenhouse emissions will soon rival, indeed exceed, those of the 
long-industrialized nations. It won't work.” (The Christian Science Monitor, 
November 4, 1998) 
“Cobbling together a post-Kyoto plan of global action will not be easy. 
China and India at least are now looped into action through the clean-energy 
coalition… Compromise between Europe, the US, and poor nations might 
be in the air. But it will be tough to find until the air is cleaned of Kyoto's 
missteps.” (The Christian Science Monitor, December 6, 2005) 
 
Articles belonging to the General Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S., theme included 
framing statements such as those mentioned in the previous category but also included 
the following types of critiques of U.S. positions/mindsets: 
“Although Kyoto's targets would not become legally binding until 2008, a 
quick start on the problem is essential -- especially in the United States, 
which emits one-fourth of the world's greenhouse gases…In the Senate, 
Joseph Lieberman, a Democrat, and John Chafee and Connie Mack, both 
Republicans, have introduced legislation establishing a mechanism to do 
just that. But they will have to persuade their colleagues in Congress, which 
grudgingly provided more money for clean-energy research in the new 
budget year but has otherwise been indifferent to the global warming issue.” 
(The New York Times, November 11, 1998) 
“More broadly, it will also tell us whether the politics of global warming are 
finally beginning to catch up to the science of global warming. The science 
seems clear enough, and surveys suggest that the public and many local 
politicians are worried. But Washington hangs back, fearful of asking the 
country to make the investments in cleaner fuels, cars and power plants 
needed to start bringing emissions down. This fear has been engendered in 
part by Mr. Bush, who remains stubbornly positioned at the rear of a parade 
he ought to be leading. Warning of job losses, he has opposed not only the 
1997 Kyoto Protocol but even the mildest variations on that agreement.” 
(The New York Times, October 27, 2003) 
“Mr. Bush now has the chance to reverse the world's impression of the 
United States as bloated, polluting and selfish and to help ameliorate the 
effects of global warming at the same time…Hard though it will be for this 
administration, some form of mea culpa -- or at least open acknowledgment 
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that the United States has been rhetorically out of step with the rest of the 
world – is necessary too. No one at this point will believe any American 
statements about climate change unless they come from the very top, and 
even then it will be difficult” (The Washington Post, December 5, 2003) 
“China's shift of position was a step forward - but the long time frame 
dilutes the deal's significance. So does the United States' toxic domestic 
debate on climate change, which could limit future action at home and 
abroad.” (The Washington Post, December 15, 2011) 
“The Clinton administration is taking a position in international negotiations 
on global-warming policy that defies common sense…The administration's 
approach to global warming means deliberately slowing down the 
economies of the United States and Western Europe so that the Southeast 
Asian nations can catch up economically even while they become the major 
air polluters on the globe. It is hard to believe that our own government 
really wants American business - and labor - to compete in the global 
marketplace with one hand tied behind its back.” (The Christian Science Monitor, 
December 15, 1997) 
“Mr. Obama's persuasive style will be required to convince a dozen or so 
senators from coal-dependent states who are reluctant to tackle global 
warming. In two weeks, the Senate is expected to vote on a measure that 
would block the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from imposing 
strict limits on carbon dioxide emissions… Obama now needs to justify a 
climate-change law mainly on economic grounds. Fear of global warming 
doesn't seem to work in the Senate.” (The Christian Science Monitor, January 6, 
2010) 
 
Articles belonging to the General Transnational Focus, Development Oriented, theme 
continued to frame the issue of global warming along transnational lines, and offered the 
following types of potential solutions: 
“The U.S. could readily provide more aid to developing countries to curb 
global warming activities. Such aid might help China, for example, adopt 
efficient technologies for mining and burning its vast reserves of coal. An 
American contribution of, say, $50 to $100 million a year to an international 
fund would seem a cost-effective way of reducing the world's risk.” (The New 
York Times, February 18, 1992) 
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“Dollar for dollar, capital invested in greenhouse gas reduction would 
accomplish more if used to improve the efficiency of Chinese power plants 
than if spent in the United States…As a bonus, American investment in 
reducing Chinese and Indian air pollution would improve public health in 
those nations.” (The New York Times, March 9, 2007) 
“Most American generating plants are now highly efficient, making it 
expensive to achieve further gains here. But the United States could help 
other countries -- Mexico, for example, or perhaps China -- improve its less 
efficient equipment at far lower costs per ton of carbon dioxide avoided… 
This good idea not only holds down costs but transfers advanced 
engineering technologies to countries that need them as well.” (The 
Washington Post, April 9, 1995) 
“The answer is to dramatically increase research and development so that 
solar panels become cheaper than fossil fuels sooner rather than later. 
Imagine if solar panels became cheaper than fossil fuels by 2050: We would 
have solved the problem of global warming, because switching to the 
environmentally friendly option wouldn't be the preserve of rich 
Westerners.” (The Washington Post, June 26, 2008) 
“All nations would be better off by following a different strategy. Instead of 
initiating a ‘crash’ program of CO2 emissions taxes and trading, we should 
encourage investment in the economies of the developing countries. When a 
nation reaches a certain economic threshold (per capita income of about  
$5,000 a year), it then can start spending its own money for a better 
environment.” (The Christian Science Monitor, October 16, 1997) 
“As China assumes a greater leadership role on the world stage, we can 
expect the emergence of a variety of models of sustainable development 
rooted in a plurality of cultural traditions, including Confucianism. The time 
when Westernization was the only credible model of development is over.” 
(The Christian Science Monitor, June 26, 2009) 
 
Articles belonging to the National and Competitive Technological Development theme, 
although not always specifically stating the transnational aspect of the issue of global 
warming, tended to frame their competitive arguments in a manner which assumed an 
international focus by default: 
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“…green cars, homes, offices, appliances, designs and renewable energies 
will be the biggest growth industry of the 21st century. If we don't dominate 
that industry, China, India, Japan or Europe surely will. But to lead, we must 
impose the highest energy-efficiency standards on our own automakers and 
other industries so we force them to be the most innovative. I want to inspire 
girls and boys across America to study math, science and engineering to 
help our nation achieve green energy independence.” (The New York Times, 
January 27, 2006) 
“…a group of companies including Google announced plans to build an 
underwater transmission system to carry wind-generated power from public 
lands on the Atlantic Coast to Eastern cities. All this is very good news. But 
this country had already fallen far behind Europe and China, which are 
investing heavily in the industries that manufacture wind turbines and solar 
panels. Three things need to happen, quickly, if there is any hope of 
catching up…” (The New York Times, October 28, 2010) 
“Seventy years of monopoly ‘protection’ have severely impeded innovations 
in the U.S. electric utility industry…Eliminate monopoly rules, and 
entrepreneurs will revolutionize the power industry. Guide the emerging 
competition with an efficiency standard that tightens according to a 
predetermined schedule. Entrepreneurs then will replace or retrofit our 
obsolete electric-only generation to capture waste heat and produce 
additional products such as steam, and hot and chilled water. Entrepreneurs 
will be rewarded for developing and deploying renewable energy. These 
market forces will lower the cost of heat and power to all consumers. 
Developing nations that don't adopt similar efficiency standards will fall 
further behind the increasingly efficient United States.” (The Washington Post, 
December 31, 1997) 
“Most of all, though, the successful use of carbon taxes does not require 
‘American leadership,’ or a U.N. committee, or a complicated international 
effort of any kind. It can be done country by country: If the British 
environment minister or the German chancellor wants to go ahead with it 
tomorrow, nothing is preventing them. If a future American president wants 
to rally the nation around a patriotic and noble cause, then he or she has the 
perfect opportunity. If the Chinese see that such a tax has produced 
unexpected benefits in America and Europe, they'll follow. And when that 
happens, we'll know that the apocalyptic climate change rhetoric has finally 
been taken seriously.” (The Washington Post, February 6, 2007) 
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“…the world should not cheer China as it tries to protect its domestic green-
tech industries from foreign competition. Foreign makers of solar panels and 
wind turbines are now often excluded from contracts for government 
projects in renewable energies. A recent ‘buy Chinese’ policy has pushed 
out many foreign makers of wind turbines, for instance, in favor of local 
manufacturers. In many other ways, China is putting up trade barriers in an 
attempt to create export giants in these new technologies.” (The Christian 
Science Monitor, August 12, 2009) 
“The clean-energy business has become a big job creator in many 
countries... But there's a bit of a problem for the US in the global rush to 
renewables. ‘The world is passing us by,’ said US Energy Secretary Steven 
Chu last month. ‘We are falling behind in the clean-energy race,’ or what he 
calls the second industrial revolution... China may soon become the hub in 
both the manufacturing and innovation of solar and wind 
technologies….Americans may be left simply installing clean-energy 
imports from China rather than making them.” (The Christian Science Monitor, 
December 4, 2009) 
 
       Tables 2-4 below provide a breakdown of the four thematic categories according to 
publication, indicating an overall similarity in the amount of coverage of each theme 
among the three media sources examined, with the combined first two themes, General 
Transnational Focus and Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S., receiving the majority of 
coverage (60% or above). 
 
Table 2 – Thematic Coverage by Publication: The New York Times 
Theme Articles – Numeric 
Value 
Articles – Percentage 
of Publication Total 
General Transnational Focus 21 35% 
Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S. 20 33% 
Transnational Focus, Development Oriented 14 23% 
National and Competitive Technological Development 5 8% 
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Table 3 – Thematic Coverage by Publication: The Washington Post 
Theme Articles – Numeric 
Value 
Articles – Percentage 
of Publication Total 
General Transnational Focus 21 47% 
Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S. 19 41% 
Transnational Focus, Development Oriented 4 9% 
National and Competitive Technological Development 2 4% 
 
 
Table 4 – Thematic Coverage by Publication: The Christian Science Monitor 
Theme Articles – Numeric 
Value 
Articles – Percentage 
of Publication Total 
General Transnational Focus 15 45% 
Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S. 11 33% 
Transnational Focus, Development Oriented 5 15% 
National and Competitive Technological Development 2 6% 
 
 
 
Tables 5-7 provide information on the level of coverage of the three framing issues of  
 
concern to developing world advocates, indicating a low level of coverage among all 
 
three publications. The first concern, absence of data on the percentage of gas emissions  
 
produced by developing nations for the manufacture of export goods to the West,  
 
was covered in only one article between the three media outlets, an important finding 
 
which will be addressed in a later section. 
 
 
Table 5 – Coverage of Developing World Advocate Concerns by Publication: Percentage of gas 
emissions produced by developing nations for the manufacture of export goods to the West 
Publication Articles – Numeric Value Articles – Percentage of 
Publication Total 
The New York Times 1 2% 
The Washington Post 0 0% 
The Christian Science Monitor 0 0% 
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Table 6 – Coverage of Developing World Advocate Concerns by Publication: Historical contributions 
to emission outputs 
Publication Articles – Numeric Value Articles – Percentage of 
Publication Total 
The New York Times 6 10% 
The Washington Post 4 9% 
The Christian Science Monitor 1 3% 
 
 
Table 7 – Coverage of Developing World Advocate Concerns by Publication: Discrepancies in 
present-day per capita emissions 
Publication Articles – Numeric Value Articles – Percentage of 
Publication Total 
The New York Times 4 7% 
The Washington Post 6 13% 
The Christian Science Monitor 3 9% 
 
When examining the articles thematically, the General Transnational Focus category 
contained a higher number of references to the concerns of developing world advocates 
overall when compared to the other three themes, as indicated in Table 8, although this 
may simply be due to the large amount of articles belonging to that grouping. 
 
Table 8 – Coverage of Developing World Advocate Concerns by Theme (all three publications 
combined) 
Theme Export Goods 
Emissions 
Historical 
Contributions to 
Emissions 
Per Capita 
Emissions 
Discrepancies 
General Transnational Focus 1% (1) 5% (7) 4% (5) 
Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S. 0% (0) 2% (3) 5% (7) 
Transnational Focus, Development 
Oriented 
0% (0) 1% (1) 1% (1) 
National and Competitive Technological 
Development 
0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 
 
       The general lack of attention among all publications and all thematic categories to 
the three concerns expressed by developing world advocates becomes particularly 
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important when we factor in the large number of references to increases in national-level 
emissions among developing nations. Table 9 provides a breakdown of references to 
increases in national-level emissions in the developing world, indicating that this issue 
was addressed in over 50% of articles in each of the three publications. 
 
Table 9 – Coverage of Increase in National-Level Emissions in the Developing World by Publication 
Publication Articles – Numeric Value Articles – Percentage of 
Publication Total 
The New York Times 30 50% 
The Washington Post 28 61% 
The Christian Science Monitor 17 52% 
 
Aside from the numeric discrepancy between the high number of references to increases 
in developing world emissions and the low coverage of developing world perspectives on 
the topic, the types of framing choices used in the three publications to position the 
emission increases are particularly telling:   
“If global warming materializes as the threat many scientists predict, the 
world's ability to head it off may well be determined by China. The United 
States is currently the world's leading emitter of carbon dioxide, the chief 
man-made contributor to global warming. But rapid economic growth and 
heavy reliance on dirty fuel may soon propel China toward that unenviable 
distinction.” (The New York Times, December 8, 1993) 
“It's certainly true that without the developing nations on board, any effort 
to keep greenhouses gases at manageable levels will be for naught. China, 
for example, is building coal-fired power plants at a rapid clip and is 
expected to overtake the United States as the biggest producer of 
greenhouse gases in 20 years.” (The New York Times, December 13, 2005) 
“America emits more greenhouse gas than China, and far more per person; 
but in total output, China is expected to surpass the United States within 20 
years.” (The Washington Post, April 24, 1998) 
“Developed countries appear ready to provide about $10 billion annually 
for the next few years to help poor nations adapt to climate change, among 
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other things. But they shouldn't commit to much more without some critical 
concessions, particularly from the big emitters that will account for so 
much future emissions growth, notably China.” 
(The Washington Post, December 17, 2009) 
“It will be futile to try to respond by curbing our energy use if developing 
nations more than offset those costly efforts. In the next dozen years, China 
and India alone are expected to experience greater growth in emissions than 
the United States, Japan, and Western Europe combined. But, as these 
developing countries see it, it's unfair to expect them to cap their emissions  
 
when their per capita levels of energy use and economic output are so much 
lower than ours.” (The Christian Science Monitor, October 16, 1997) 
“Nonetheless, an impatient US president, frustrated at Senate inaction on a 
climate-change bill, thought he needed something to show when he goes to 
the Copenhagen conference next week in order to try to coax other big 
emitters like China and India into a deal.” 
(The Christian Science Monitor, December 7, 2009) 
 
       It is easy to see in the above samples that the rise in developing world emission 
levels is framed in a manner which assumes that sole responsibility for the increases lie 
with the nations themselves, as opposed to exploring the possibility of alternative, 
interconnected attributions of responsibility, even in cases where the articles attempted to 
provide balance by mentioning the perspectives of developing world politicians and other 
stakeholders. With this in mind, it is time to revisit the almost complete lack of coverage 
of the first framing concern of the developing world advocates, the lack of information on 
emissions related to producing export goods for Western consumption, and while doing 
so, it is important to address the framing choices used in the singular reference to this 
issue in all of the articles examined:  
“Historical injustice aside, the Chinese also insisted that they should not be 
held responsible for the greenhouse gases they emit when producing goods 
for foreign consumers. But they refused to accept the logical implication of 
this view -- that the burden should fall on those foreign consumers instead, 
that shoppers who buy Chinese products should pay a ''carbon tariff'' that 
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reflects the emissions associated with those goods' production. That, said 
the Chinese, would violate the principles of free trade. 
Sorry, but the climate-change consequences of Chinese production have to 
be taken into account somewhere. And anyway, the problem with China is 
not so much what it produces as how it produces it. Remember, China now 
emits more carbon dioxide than the United States, even though its G.D.P. is  
only about half as large (and the United States, in turn, is an emissions hog 
compared with Europe or Japan).” 
(The New York Times, May 15, 2009) 
 
Although the article provides the viewpoint of developing world stakeholders, it does so 
only to reject the validity of the claim against the Western world, continuing its analysis 
by once again focusing on comparisons of national level emissions data. This insistence 
on national level framing is particularly limiting to a robust conversation of global 
warming mechanisms and possible policy actions, as it fails to provide the public with the 
possibility of exploring fundamentally different ways of viewing the problem and 
designing solutions.  
       In the consumption-oriented approach advocated by the developing world, 
differences in national level emissions become almost meaningless, as the attribution of 
responsibility falls on the consumers of the export goods themselves, Why should China 
or India bear the responsibility of dealing with increases in emissions from (often) 
foreign-owned businesses that have found a more profit-friendly environment in which to 
produce goods that are subsequently exported to developed nations to be consumed by 
citizens of those nations? In addition, why should developed countries portray themselves 
as producing fewer emissions than are in fact responsible for the maintenance of their 
high consumption lifestyles? Such a position, in agreement with postcolonial 
technoscience perspectives urging these types of investigations of interconnectivities, 
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asks uncomfortable questions for the Western scientists and journalists/authors 
comprising Collins and Evans’ “core” and “translational expert” groups to consider, and 
the inability of the “translational experts” to question the lack of attention to this position 
raises serious concerns about whether a passive transmission of information model from 
expert analysts to the public is able to fully inform a plurality of viewpoints on such 
important public policy issues. 
       Even in the instances where national level emissions data were analyzed in ways that 
exposed areas of per capita and historic discrepancies at the expense of the developing 
world, such analysis was provided in only a minority of the articles, and served to reify 
the framing of emissions along national lines by producing coverage that managed to 
incorporate certain concerns of developing world advocates, and even provide support for 
them, while at the same time maintaining the conversation at a simplistic national 
emissions level and omitting alternative scenarios. However, it is important to note that 
there is no evidence of deliberate malpractice on the part of the “translational expert” 
journalists/op-ed authors. In fact, the high percentage of articles in all three publications 
belonging to the theme Transnational Focus, Critical of U.S., indicates that significant 
attention was paid to exposing areas in which U.S.  positions were impeding action on 
transnational global warming solutions.  
       That being said, the choice to focus on national level emissions while advocating a 
transnational solution to the problem in the majority of articles, coupled with the type of 
traditional, Western-hedgemonic, narratives provided in the last two framing themes 
(Transnational Focus, Development Oriented, and National and Competitive 
Technological Development) indicate that our “translational experts” are producing their 
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translations through a lens crafted by their membership in a specific geopolitical group, 
namely that of the first-world developed nations led by the United States. Whether the 
positions of the journalists/authors were critical or celebratory of Western technological 
and political power, the framing choices used in the large number of references to 
developing world emission increases bear striking resemblance to the types of 
“otherizing” narratives provided during the post-World-War II development era. One 
such commonality in reasoning involves the identification, yet again, of the developing 
world as the site for urgent action to save the environment. In the post-World-War II 
development era, as mentioned in a previous section, poor nations were viewed as 
fundamentally different from the West in terms of their ability to preserve the 
environment, and thus were deemed to be in need of scientific and technological 
expertise from the U.S. and Europe in order to maintain stable population levels and 
preserve sensitive ecosystems that the entire planet relied on. This concern seems to have 
made its way to the present, as represented in the views adopted by the journalists/authors 
examined in this study, except in the era of global warming and neoliberal free enterprise, 
the justification for identifying the developing world as different from the West, and thus 
once again worthy of disproportionate attention, focuses on rising emission levels, as 
opposed to rising population levels. The fact that such perspectives regarding the 
developing world are once again being put forth in the public discourse of a Western 
nation such as the United States, despite robust academic analyses of the negative 
consequences of the “otherization” of poor nations during the post-World-War II 
development era, makes it difficult to refute the claims of “environmental colonialism” 
made by developing world advocates (Agarwal & Narain 1991, 1), and seems to justify 
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their active participation in the production and analysis of emissions data for the purpose 
of uncovering what appears to be a hidden power flow in the public discourse agenda-
setting positions taken by the journalists/authors in our study. 
       At this point, however, it is important to consider such hidden power flows beyond 
the realm of the mass media, as members of this group are primarily charged in Collins 
and Evans’ model with simply interpreting scientific and technological knowledge, as 
opposed to producing it. Collins and Evans firmly believe that scientists and other 
relevant experts comprising “cores” are able to dispose of political influences as they 
work within the confines of the scientific method. However, it is difficult to see how this 
is possible in the case of global warming and carbon emission measurements, where 
decisions of what to measure and how to measure it have political connotations at every 
juncture.  
      Although this study is primarily focused on whether U.S. mass media “experts” are 
able to provide contextual analyses that support a pluralistic form of public discourse in 
which the views of diverse stakeholders are taken into account, the editorial and op/ed 
opinion coverage that has been considered clearly indicates that national level emission 
measurements are used as the primary source of data on the part of Western nations while 
attempting to negotiate reductions in global emissions in international forums. If one 
considers the fact that the scientists and other “core” members working to produce this 
data are doing so at the request and per the instructions of particular intergovernmental 
authorities, it becomes almost impossible to differentiate the work of carbon emission 
measuring from the specific priorities of the socio-political entities guiding such work. 
When one also considers Wolin’s description of increasingly neoliberal and elitist-driven 
28 
 
 
partnerships between large corporations, the realm of science and technology, and the 
world of government, it becomes extremely challenging to see how top-down production 
of knowledge can provide the proper space for less powerful stakeholders to ask difficult 
questions and pose alternative solutions which may run contrary to the interests of their 
larger and more powerful counterparts. When we combine the concepts of a politically 
influenced “core” with “translational experts” that provide their services using specific 
worldviews, the challenges to democratic outcomes envisioned by both Jasanoff and 
Wolin become increasingly apparent, and the need to open up the production of 
knowledge to more participatory methods rings loud and clear. 
       However, the need to create more democratic spaces for public participation in the 
collection and assessment of emissions data does not only help to ensure just outcomes, it 
may also provide the type of positive change in the scientific efforts to combat global 
warming that is so desperately sought after by the many well-intentioned scientists and 
technical experts working to secure a safe future environment for humanity. The 2009 
United Nations Climate Summit in Copenhagen and the 2010 Summit in Cancun, 
although both unsuccessful in providing agreed-upon and comprehensive transnational 
action plans to reduce global carbon emissions, did provide a convincing picture of a 
“deal-breaking” divide between developed nations and the developing world on the basis 
of whether the needs and concerns of the latter are being meaningfully factored into the 
propositions emanating from the former (Black 2009; BBC 2010).  
       With our study providing evidence that the voices of the developing world are not 
being adequately “translated” in the public discourse agenda-setting positions of large 
media entities in influential Western nations such as the United States, we see the 
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challenges which underlie a fully-informed public debate on the appropriate position for 
the U.S. to adopt in future international global warming summits. Unless such barriers are 
overcome, it is difficult to envision global agreement on the type of swift and all-
encompassing strategies needed to reduce humankind’s carbon footprint. Each passing 
day of inaction further frustrates the efforts of the scientific community, making truly 
democratic public discourses both at domestic and international levels key to an already 
significantly delayed scientific and technological fix.  
CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION 
We should admit rather that power produces knowledge (and not simply by 
encouraging it because it serves power or by applying it because it is 
useful); that power and knowledge directly imply one another; that there is 
no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of 
knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at 
the same time power relations. (Foucault 1978, 27) 
 
       Although this study has focused on exposing potential injustices to less powerful 
stakeholders in expertise-favoring models of knowledge production in the realm of 
Collins and Evans’ “Historical” and “Reflexive Historical” sciences – areas where the 
social world tends to be more visible vis a vis the scientific enterprise, social theorists 
such as Michel Foucault urge us to examine the relationship between power and fields of 
knowledge production in all aspects of science and technology. This means that Collins 
and Evans’ “Normal” and “Golem” sciences should also be viewed as areas open to 
sociological inquiry, and one must wonder whether the choice to divide sciences into 
these four categories is more helpful to the expeditious production of knowledge or the 
continued denial of less powerful stakeholders to engage in the “power-knowledge” 
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nexus, to use Foucault’s terminology. The sociologic artificiality of these categories 
becomes even more apparent when we consider them in tandem with one of the basic 
tenets of the Science, Technology, and Society/Sociology of Knowledge approach to 
investigations of how knowledge is produced:   
The stories we tell about how order is achieved in science should not, under 
this reading, draw upon different analytic tools and strategies from those 
we tell about the durability of rules or institutions or culture, the ‘artifacts’ 
of the social world. A full-blown political analysis of science and 
technology seeks to illuminate the ‘co-production’ of scientific and social 
order – that is, the production of mutually supporting forms of knowledge 
and forms of life. (Jasanoff 1996, 397) 
 
Under this scenario the social and the scientific become inseparable in all aspects, as both 
work to reinforce and continually define/redefine each other.  
       Another important observation regarding Collin and Evan’s model, as well as similar 
recommendations regarding the desire to produce “pure” science, is that at the same time 
that they are attempting to provide pathways for the divestiture of the social and the 
political from the work of scientists and other experts, they are engaging in a socio-
political exercise themselves. As Jasanoff reminds us:  
In seeking to explicate the nature of science and the sources of its authority, 
all SSK scholars are necessarily engaged in an enterprise that is as deeply 
political as it is intellectual. (Jasanoff 1996, 409) 
 
It is difficult to see how the political implications of expertise-preferred models of 
knowledge production can provide anything but a disservice to pluralistic, participatory, 
and ultimately democratic societal ideals. From my perspective as a Science, Technology, 
and Society graduate student who is a firm believer in a social constructivist approach to 
investigations of scientific and technological spaces, as well as a firm believer in the 
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deeply political nature of work in this discipline, I cannot help but to urge public 
advocacy groups and other public sector actors to refute such expertise/elitist positions 
and continuously investigate the ways in which scientific and technological activities 
affect the multiple stakeholders comprising our diverse societies. 
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APPENDIX A: GENERAL TRANSNATIONAL FOCUS ARTICLES 
 
 
 
The New York Times 
May 25, 1992, Monday, Late Edition - Final 
On Global Warming; Why No Carbon Tax? 
SECTION: Section 1; Page 18; Column 1; Editorial Desk  
LENGTH: 501 words 
The threat of global warming raises two salient questions: What's the economic cost of inaction? And 
what's the cost of action -- taking steps to stop further warming? 
The models for studying these questions are primitive, yielding little more than educated guesses. In the 
face of such numbing uncertainty, the sensible course is a policy of "no regrets." The U.S. would take 
measures -- including a tax on carbon-based fuels -- to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases as part of 
an overall strategy to reduce pollution to desirable levels. 
Reducing pollution makes sense whether or not global warming occurs. And at the end of the decade, 
with the benefit of more information and new technologies, the U.S. could decide whether more 
aggressive actions were warranted. 
If global temperatures rise 4.5 degrees Fahrenheit by late next century, as expected, the cost to the U.S., 
mainly in lower agriculture yields, would probably be 1 to 2 percent of total output, or less than $120 
billion. 
This large, though not staggering, number would almost certainly balloon over time. And countries less 
geographically fortunate could suffer losses many times those of the U.S. 
Estimates of the costs of countering greenhouse emissions vary widely. Studies based solely on 
technological fixes say the cost is negligible. But the conclusions are unconvincing because the studies 
overlook the problem of putting new technologies to use. 
Economic models tell a grimmer story. Lowering emissions by 20 percent from 1990 levels -- by, for example, 
switching to cleaner but more expensive fuels -- might cost the U.S. between $120 billion and $300 
billion. 
But the true cost of stabilizing global emissions will be substantially higher because the West will have to 
cut emissions by far more than 20 percent. Otherwise poor countries like China and India will have too 
little room to grow. Rather than assaulting global warming, many countries might decide to spend the 
money instead on more pressing problems like feeding the hungry. 
The prudent course for the West is to impose taxes that help the environment, and incidentally combat 
global warming. The best choice would be a modest tax on carbon-based fuels. 
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A carbon tax equivalent to, say, 25 cents per gallon of gasoline would help reduce pollution. Incidentally, it 
might be enough to help cut back greenhouse emissions in the West to 1990 levels by 2000 -- the policy 
environmentalists fought, unsuccessfully, to have adopted at next month's Earth Summit in Brazil. The 
problem with pledging to hit that target is that a modest tax might not be enough, requiring the West to 
renege or impose cripplingly higher taxes. 
 
That's why the U.S. is better off committing itself to a fixed tax than a fixed timetable for emissions. A 
carbon tax would help the environment but, by letting the timetable slip if necessary, risk doing little 
harm. 
A carbon tax would show U.S. resolve -- the bite that George Bush's no-regrets policy now lacks.  
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Bangladesh has a land area small er than Wisconsin and a population of 114 million. Its numbers are 
growing so fast that by the year 2025 it will outstrip the present U.S. population of 250 million. 
"What will happen to those poor people?" M. F. Perutz of Cambridge University asked last fall in a piece in 
The New York Review of Books. "Even if by some miracle of science enough food could be produced to 
feed them, how could they find the gainful employment needed to buy it?" 
The case of Bangladesh is just one among many stark examples of a profound world concern. World 
population is growing at a staggering rate, and almost all the increase is occurring in the poorest 
countries. 
The earth's population was around one billion in the year 1800, two billion in 1920, three billion in 1960. 
Today it is five billion. By 2025 it is expected to be more than eight billion, and 95 percent of the increase 
will have been in the third world. 
Prof. Paul Kennedy of Yale makes this demographic outlook-- the overwhelming of already 
overcrowded and poverty-stricken lands -- a main focus of his new book, "Preparing for the Twenty-First 
Century." He makes the point that the situation will affect not just those countries but all. 
The population explosion in South Asia, Latin America and Africa leads in all those areas to overgrazing, 
soil erosion and clearing of tropical rain forests. But, Professor Kennedy argues, it also tends to produce 
regional conflicts, global warming, flows of refugees and great pressure on developed countries to admit 
emigrants from the underdeveloped. 
Anyone who has visited there knows that the pressure of population is taking its toll already, in nature and 
human psychology, in many places. In the cities of China the crowds can be claustrophobic. In the mountains 
of India and Nepal people desperate for fuel have denuded forests, so topsoil is being washed into rivers 
and out to sea. 
India has about 880 million people now. It is growing so fast that experts say it will pass China as the most 
populous country by the year 2035, and the growth may not end until there are two billion people in 
India. China, with about 1.165 billion now, is expected to reach 1.5 billion. 
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Mexico is a telling example of population growth and its social and political consequences. It has made 
dramatic progress in reducing the birth rate recently. But the increase had been so great in previous 
years that the population is very young and will therefore continue to grow rapidly. 
With about 85 million people now, Mexico is expected to have 150 million in 2025. In Professor Kennedy's 
vision, that means a terrible strain on schools, health care, the environment. It means the crowding of 
more and more people into "mega-cities." 
Already 20 million Mexicans live in Mexico City, many under appalling conditions. Half the country's people 
live without sewers and a quarter without safe water. Can anyone be surprised that, despite the country's 
improving economic record, many Mexicans are desperate to get into the United States? 
Rational self-interest, not just humane concern, should make the rich countries do all they can to prevent 
overpopulation and the suffering and strife it brings. 
But rationality has not been the mainspring of American population policy lately. Presidents Reagan and 
Bush shaped their policy to please the anti-abortion movement and the Christian right. 
The Reagan Administration sabotaged the world population conference here in Mexico City in 1984 by 
taking the position that rapid growth was a "neutral" phenomenon. That was, ironically, the classic Marxist 
view of population growth. 
Since then the U.S. has drastically reduced aid to population-control efforts abroad, at a time when 
underdeveloped countries were recognizing the need for restraint. Michael S. Teitelbaum, writing about 
the policy in the current issue of Foreign Affairs, calls it "self-inflicted blindness." 
Here is one problem that President Clinton can address quickly, without great legislative complications. 
He has ended the Reagan-Bush distortions of domestic policy on birth-related matters. The need for 
change in foreign policy is even more urgent: the need to face a reality more menacing in the long run 
than just about any on earth. 
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If global warming materializes as the threat many scientists predict, the world's ability to head it off may 
well be determined by China. The United States is currently the world's leading emitter of carbon dioxide, the 
chief man-made contributor to global warming. But rapid economic growth and heavy reliance on dirty 
fuel may soon propel China toward that unenviable distinction. 
China's pell-mell industrialization is powered largely by huge reserves of coal, the dirtiest of fuels in carbon 
emissions. Three-quarters of China's energy needs, from factories to home heating, are now met by 
burning coal. The result is all too palpable, as I found on a visit to several provinces late this summer. 
Noxious fumes sting the eyes of city dwellers, haze obscures the views, and acid rain falls as far as Japan 
in one direction and southwest China in another. More worrisome for the rest of the world, China's 
smokestacks spew tons of carbon into the atmosphere, increasing the buildup of heat-trapping gases. 
China already ranks third in carbon dioxide emissions, behind the U.S. and the former Soviet Union, and 
when Soviet emissions are split among the newly independent republics, China may well be second. 
Emissions will almost certainly climb higher as China's economy expands and its population grows 
bigger and richer. Chinese consumers will inevitably seek a higher standard of living, with more cars, 
more refrigerators, more home heating, more consumer goods, all requiring more energy to produce 
and operate. 
Chinese energy and environmental officials expect coal consumption to rise from the current level of 1.1 
billion tons a year to more than 1.4 billion tons by the year 2000 -- and carbon emissions are expected 
to rise sharply as a consequence. One American projection even suggests that China could pass the U.S. in 
carbon emissions by the year 2025, though China's own projections suggest the U.S. will still lead the 
pack. 
The outlook would be even worse had China not done an exemplary job of controlling its energy appetite 
despite furious economic expansion. The Chinese have made astonishing gains in industrial efficiency over 
the past decade, thereby holding energy growth to half the rate of economic growth. But most analysts think 
the easy part has been accomplished and that further gains will be much harder. 
Chinese officials, though not fully convinced of the global warming threat, recognize the need to head it 
off. Qu Geping, the Government's top environmental official, said in an interview that even before global 
warming is fully proved all countries should take steps to control carbon dioxide emissions. 
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In a wide-ranging effort to boost its economy and clean its environment, China is already taking steps that 
will have the beneficial side effect of reducing carbon emissions. Such programs include a big 
hydroelectric project in the Three Gorges area of the Yangtze River that will produce power without 
emitting carbon dioxide; a tree-planting program that has increased forest coverage for the first time in 
years; the building of large generating plants for greater efficiency, and experiments with cleaner 
approaches to home heating. Zha Keming, Vice Minister of Electric Power, believes that nuclear power, 
which emits no carbon dioxide, could become the chief energy source 50 years from now. 
Global warming, if it occurs, could harm China itself, an added reason for curbing emissions. But China's 
leaders do not appear to give the threat high priority. They point out, correctly, that industrialized 
nations emit far more carbon dioxide per capita than China and have done so for a very long time. Those 
nations, they imply, should bear the brunt of cleaning up the mess. And when Chinese officials are asked 
what environmental problems are most acute, they invariably cite urban air pollution, population growth, 
clean water or soil erosion. No one cites the distant prospect of global warming. 
There is no doubt that the nations of the world will need to enlist China if they ever unite to head off global 
warming. That could pose some very hard questions for the West, such as whether to subsidize China's 
conversion to cleaner fuels and more efficient factories, or whether to allow Western companies to meet 
emissions goals through investments in China. But without forceful action, whatever progress is made 
elsewhere in curbing carbon emissions could be undercut by an enormous increase in emissions from 
China.  
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There was no way that President Clinton could satisfy everyone in his address last week to the United 
Nations on climate change, and he did not. By embracing the scientific community's assessment that 
global warming is a real threat with potentially appalling consequences, he annoyed powerful industries 
who have been challenging that science because they will bear many of the costs of dealing with the 
problem. By refusing to embrace a specific timetable for reducing the greenhouse gases that help cause 
global warming, he disappointed many environmentalists who had hoped for a less ambiguous 
commitment and faster action. 
But none of that should have been surprising. What was surprising was the impressive challenge Bill 
Clinton set for himself. The U.N. session was merely the first in a series of international meetings that will 
culminate in Kyoto, Japan, in December, where both industrialized and developing nations are expected 
to sign a treaty binding them to a detailed plan of action. In the interim, Mr. Clinton says he will try to 
educate the American people about the nature of the problem and give them some straight talk about 
the costs they will bear and the sacrifices they will have to make. Without such a campaign, he implied, he 
cannot possibly sell Congress on a program that would impose real costs on individuals and on major 
producers and users of fossil fuels like the big utilities, the oil companies and the automobile and 
petrochemical industries. 
This will be a huge task, and the most important question, now and after Kyoto, is whether Mr. Clinton is 
up to it. He must first educate a country that is in the midst of an energy binge to the idea that it will 
have to break its addiction to the fossil fuels that cause greenhouse gases and, meanwhile, invest heavily 
in new technologies. He must then sell those same ideas to a Congress that is already complaining that the 
more modest measures he announced last week to attack ground-level smog and soot are too expensive. 
Mr. Clinton has other tricky tasks that extend beyond America's borders. He and his negotiators must join 
with the industrialized nations on a plan to spread the costs fairly among nations, as well as a scheme to 
bring the developing countries into the effort. Some climate experts believe that the developing countries 
deserve more time to build their economies with even greater use of fossil fuels, as the industrialized 
countries have done for 150 years. Others believe they should be assigned specific emissions limits right 
away. What everyone agrees on is that without the participation of big polluters like China and India, any 
scheme to limit greenhouse gases will be a farce. 
Mr. Clinton has asked for six months to do all this. The measure of his success will be whether he has a 
credible plan ready in time for Kyoto. 
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Imagine a nuclear arms reduction treaty in which three nuclear powers -- say, Russia, France and China -- 
committed to no specific reductions while other nations disarmed. It seems absurd. 
Now imagine negotiating a global climate change treaty to reduce carbon emissions, but with no specific 
commitments from 3 of the 10 biggest carbon producers, and without even a clear global target. It 
seems equally absurd. 
Clearly this is the view of the Senate, which in late July passed a resolution by a 95 to 0 vote stating that 
the United States should not sign any climate change agreement unless it "mandates new specific 
scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse emissions for developing countries and would 
not result in serious harm to the economy." 
Frankly, even if these conditions are met, the President should sign no treaty. Whether humans are 
influencing the climate is unknown. Despite the mantra from the Clinton Administration that the science 
is settled, it is not. The May issue of Science magazine made this clear. So too did the Heidelberg Appeal, 
a petition signed by hundreds of distinguished scientists urging against precipitous action. 
Bert Bolin, who directed the United Nations scientific report on the issue, disagrees with President 
Clinton's and Vice President Gore's belief that climate change is causing more violent and unpredictable 
weather. This year, even the Sierra Club's conservation director, Bruce Hamilton, admitted, "If you look at 
the science, it's all over the board." 
But even if you buy the premise behind global warming, this treaty is indefensible. A "global" warming 
treaty is no such thing if it omits developing nations where most growth in emissions will take place. This 
includes China, Brazil, Mexico, South Korea and other developing nations, which are expected to 
produce 60 percent of global carbon emissions in the next few decades. In fact, China is expected to 
become the biggest carbon producer on the planet. 
By failing to include developing nations, we are working against the very purpose of a treaty intended to 
address the worrisome potential problems of global warming. 
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Yet the Clinton Administration seems to be pursuing just such an agreement in the negotiations leading up to 
December's international global climate change meeting in Kyoto, Japan. 
In his recent speech outlining his position, the President said the "United States will not assume binding 
obligations unless key developing nations meaningfully participate in this effort." But what does "key" 
mean? Does the President intend to sign a treaty that does not include other nations, say, China, Brazil or 
Mexico? If so, he should say so. 
 
Moreover, with the December treaty deadline fast approaching, our Government has not conducted its 
own thorough analyses of the treaty's impact on the American economy nor has it embraced any of the 
many macroeconomic studies already produced. 
How can such far-reaching policy be negotiated without a thorough examination of the treaty's effects on 
the economy, American workers and communities? How can we find solutions that protect workers and 
communities without first identifying specific global goals? How can we protect ourselves from economic 
upheaval without honest public analysis of the economic impact associated with the lower carbon 
emission plan that would be imposed? We have hard work to do before we make hasty agreements. 
As Bill Cunningham, a spokesman for the A.F.L.-C.I.O., noted in a statement delivered last March: 
"Let there be no mistake, whatever happens with respect to greenhouse, it will be working people who 
finally pay most of the cost. Whatever taxes governments raise, whatever regulation they impose, 
whatever measures business introduces -- it will be working people who finally must implement the 
changes and pay much of the cost." 
Taking time to act intelligently will serve us all better than trying to live with a flawed agreement.  
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ONE of the paradoxes of global warming is that developing countries, which were not responsible for 
most of the greenhouse gas emissions that are changing the climate and did not reap the benefits of 
industrialization, will bear the brunt of the consequences. One of these consequences will be rising seas, 
which in turn will generate a surge of "climate exiles"who have been flooded out of their homes in poor 
countries. How should those of us in rich countries deal with this wave of immigrants? The fairest 
solution: allowing the phased immigration of people living in vulnerable regions according to a formula 
that is tied to the host country's cumulative contributions to global warming. 
Conservative climate and hydrological models suggest that the average sea level will rise by about a foot 
by 2050, regardless of what new actions we take to reduce greenhouse gases. In some cases, entire 
nations will disappear; a harbinger of this is Tuvalu in the Pacific, whose government has asked Australia 
and New Zealand to accept its citizens as the sea swallows their island. 
What we can do to prevent this is limited: the world's oceans have an enormous amount of what is 
called thermal inertia -- a phenomenon that means that the effects of climactic changes are manifested very 
slowly. The cumulative impact of the past 150 years or so of greenhouse gases emitted during industrial 
development is only now starting to warm the planet, and that warming will continue long after we have 
created sensible policies to reduce greenhouse gases. So no matter what we do, a wave of climate change 
exiles is inevitable. 
One option for dealing with this is to tighten our borders and inure ourselves to the exiles' cries for help. 
A more sensible, and just, approach is for the top greenhouse gas emitters -- including China and India -- 
to grant entry to the up to 200 million people who could lose their homes to rising seas by 2080. 
How many should go where? Under our formula, the top cumulative emitter, the United States, would 
absorb 21 percent of the climate-change exiles a year; the smallest of the 20 major emitters, Venezuela, 
would absorb less than 1 percent. If such a program were to start in 2010, the United States, for example, 
would have to be prepared to accept 150,000 to a half-million immigrants a year for the next 70 years or 
so (to put that in context, the United States now has one million legal immigrants annually). Accepting  
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these immigrants could actually benefit the host countries; many of them face a demographic crisis with 
a shrinking labor force and growing numbers of retirees. 
 
The rising tide from climate change will not create the same conditions everywhere. While people in 
rich countries would generally be able to protect themselves and their property with seawalls, 
insurance and good warning systems, the effect of warming will be calamitous for poor countries. A 
solution like the one we've suggested may be a relatively painless, yet humanitarian way to deal with one 
of the devastating effects of a warming planet. 
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China's relentless economic growth has created severe environmental problems and depleted its natural 
resources. Its energy demands have contributed to rising oil prices and the gases associated with global 
warming. So it is heartening when China, the world's most populous nation, takes steps to curb its 
appetites. We hope other countries (like the United States) may be similarly inspired. 
Last week, Beijing announced plans to raise existing taxes and impose new ones on things like gas-guzzling 
cars and trucks, and disposable wooden chopsticks. The 5 percent chopsticks tax (a tax that also extends 
to floor planking) is intended to persuade people to buy reusable and plastic chopsticks in order to slow 
clear-cutting in Southeast Asia. 
Similarly, Chinese officials announced a big jump in taxes on vehicles with large engines, while reducing 
taxes on smaller vehicles. This follows an earlier directive imposing more stringent fuel-economy 
standards on all vehicles sold after July 1. Taken together, the moves reflect growing official concern 
about the rapid proliferation of private vehicles in China. 
This is good news for anyone worried about global warming because a big percentage of greenhouse 
gas emissions come from vehicles. Even with more efficient cars, however, China is expected to be an 
increasingly heavy producer of those gases because it relies so heavily on coal-fired power plants. The 
increased gases from these plants are likely to cancel out any savings from automobiles unless some way 
is found to reduce them. 
Still, China is to be commended for using regulatory levers and economic incentives to encourage more 
efficient cars and trucks. Neither Congress nor the White House has done much of anything to improve the 
efficiency of this country's vehicles for the past 20 years. 
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BY now, only someone who has beenBY now, only someone who has been hiding under a rock would need 
to see the new Al Gore movie, "An Inconvenient Truth,"to learn that global warming is real. Even Time 
magazine caught up to the degree of the threat last month, with its cover story urging us to be "very 
worried."Many of us have also winced at the slick new television ad, co-sponsored by the national 
nonprofit group Environmental Defense, that depicts global warming as a speeding train headed 
straight for a little girl standing on the tracks. 
Well, I for one am very, very worried. As the mother of two young boys, I want to do everything I can to 
protect their future. But I feel like a shnook buying fluorescent light bulbs -- as Environmental Defense 
recommends -- when at last count, China, India and the United States were building a total of 850 new 
coal-fired power plants. Clearly, it's time for some radical ideas about solving global warming. But where's 
the radical realism when we need it? 
Here's the truly inconvenient truth: Scientists have long been warning that the world must cut back on 
greenhouse-gas emissions by as much as 70 percent, as soon as possible, if we're to have a fighting 
chance of stabilizing the climate. Yet even with full participation by the United States, the controversial 
Kyoto Protocol -- the only global plan in the works -- would hardly begin to do that. Its goal is to reduce 
emissions by 5.2 percent below 1990 levels by 2012. And so far, the best plan offered by American 
politicians -- the Climate Stewardship act sponsored by Senators John McCain and Joseph Lieberman -- has 
an even more modest goal: it aims to cut emissions in the United States merely to 2000 levels by 2010. 
And the Senate has rejected it twice. 
What we need is something more imaginative and daring. But where's the discussion of anything like that? 
The "Take Action"page on the Web site for Mr. Gore's movie offers no such vision -- the boldest action it 
suggests is to back the McCain-Lieberman bill. And when I recently asked David Yarnold, Environmental 
Defense's executive vice president, why his group wasn't offering solutions more dramatic than Congress 
has thought up, he replied, "Why would you want to lobby for something that can't get done 
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Last June, Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger of California became one of the few elected politicians with the 
courage to talk about climate change in the language it requires by promoting a plan to reduce his state's 
greenhouse-gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2050. But Mr. Schwarzenegger 
has since warned of the need to move slowly so as not to "scare the business community." 
 
 While the California governor backpedals, a team of scientists, economists and business executives have put 
forward a potentially revolutionary plan. Outlined by Ross Gelbspan, a former Boston Globe reporter 
and editor, in his book "Boiling Point,"the so-called Clean Energy Transition would start by turning over 
an estimated $25 billion in annual federal government payments now supporting the fossil-fuel industry 
to a new fund for renewable energy investments. It would also create a $300 billion clean-energy fund for 
developing countries through a tax on international currency transactions, while calling on industry to 
get in line with a progressive fossil-fuel efficiency standard, forcing greenhouse-gas emitters to 
immediately work on conservation. 
If megaproposals like the Clean Energy Transition, which would get the ball rolling on a global level, still strike 
us as romantic and implausible, it's only because our politicians, including the well-intentioned Mr. 
Gore, and smart, well-financed groups like Environmental Defense have denied us the leadership we need 
to achieve global warming solutions on par with the problem. Lacking such leadership, we're left with 
little more than our increasing anxiety and that scary, speeding train. 
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Each day seems to bring news of another prominent convert to the cause of requiring mandatory 
reductions in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases. Each day also seems to bring news of 
technological advances that would make it possible to achieve those reductions without serious economic 
damage. Put all these glad tidings together, and Congress has all the reasons it needs to move quickly to 
regulate global warming emissions here at home, thus setting an example for the world. 
Last week the chief executives of America's largest automobile companies -- General Motors, Ford, 
Chrysler and Toyota North America -- pledged to support mandatory caps on carbon emissions, as long 
as the caps covered all sectors of the economy. They delivered their promise to a House committee run by 
John Dingell -- the crusty Michigan Democrat who is another convert to the cause and has taken to 
describing the global warming threat with phrases like "Hannibal is at the gates." 
Meanwhile, dozens of major institutional investors organized by Ceres, a coalition of investors and 
environmentalists, will gather in Washington on Monday to offer support for mandatory controls. The 
group will include Calpers, the huge California state pension fund with a history of making environmentally 
friendly investments, and Merrill Lynch, whose credentials are less impressive. 
The news on the technology side is also good -- particularly several recent announcements about coal. 
The first came from TXU, a huge Texas utility where the bidders have agreed to drop plans to build 11 
old-fashioned coal-burning power plants. TXU has now announced that it will build two experimental 
plants intended to capture carbon dioxide before it escapes into the atmosphere. American Electric 
Power, another large utility, has also announced that it will build a coal-fired plant based on slightly 
different technology but with the same intended result: capturing carbon. 
The importance of these projects cannot be overstated. As a report released Wednesday by 
researchers at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology observed, coal produces more than 30 
percent of America's carbon dioxide emissions. It is also a huge problem in China, where the 
equivalent of one large coal-fired power plant is being built each week, using antiquated methods. 
Unless coal can be tamed, the game is essentially lost. 
But while technology will play an indispensable role, the lead authors of the M.I.T. report, writing in The 
Wall Street Journal, argue that the most effective way to reduce emissions is to attach a significant price 
to carbon emissions, either as a carbon tax or through a cap-and-trade program of the sort now 
embodied in various legislative proposals in Congress. Forcing people to pay to pollute would do more 
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than any other known incentive to bring new technologies to commercial scale. That is the task before 
Congress. 
URL: http://www.nytimes.com 
LOAD-DATE: March 17, 2007  
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DOCUMENT-TYPE: Editorial  
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
Copyright 2007 The New York Times Company 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
50 
 
 
 The New York Times 
                                                                           March 25, 2007 Sunday 
                                                           Correction Appended Late Edition - Final 
Warming Up on Capitol Hill 
SECTION: Section 4; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 11  
LENGTH: 596 words 
Al Gore held his first hearing on global warming about 25 years ago, when he was a member of the 
House of Representatives, and a quarter century later Congress seems to be listening to him. Apart 
from the usual dinosaurs -- James Inhofe, who took great glee in pointing out that Mr. Gore had a big 
house that used lots of energy, and Trent Lott, who dismissed the former vice president's ideas as 
"garbage"-- Mr. Gore received a strong welcome from the two Congressional committees that will frame 
any legislation to deal with the warming threat. 
Legislating, of course, will be the hard part. But Mr. Gore's efforts to raise both public and 
Congressional awareness are likely to make that easier. As is his habit, Mr. Gore spoke in dramatic, 
almost apocalyptic terms, at one point demanding an "immediate freeze"in carbon dioxide emissions. 
This certainly overestimates America's capacity for rapid social and technological change in much the 
same way that his movie, "An Inconvenient Truth,"seemed on occasion to overstate how quickly we 
will see the consequences of climate change. 
As Mr. Gore concedes, he is more salesman than scientist. But most scientists acknowledge that he is 
absolutely right on the fundamentals: humans are artificially warming the world, the risks of inaction are 
great, the time frame for action is growing short and meaningful cuts in emissions will happen only if the 
United States takes the lead. 
An increasing number of business leaders and politicians outside Washington are moving his way. These 
include Republican governors like Arnold Schwarzenegger, major investment companies like 
Goldman Sachs, venture capitalists hoping to profit from cleaner technologies and even a few big 
power companies preparing for the day when they will have no choice but to reduce their emissions. 
Congress is paying attention to this shift. Representative Henry Waxman of California has signed up 127 
co-sponsors for a very tough bill he proposed last week that seeks to reduce United States greenhouse 
gas emissions by 80 percent by midcentury, which is close to what Mr. Gore wants. When you consider 
that Mr. Gore and President Bill Clinton could not find five senators willing to ratify the far more modest 
1997 Kyoto treaty -- which called for a mere 7 percent reduction below 1990 levels, with no further 
reductions scheduled after 2012 -- you get some idea of how far the debate has come. 
The next task will be to translate this new awareness into legislation capable not only of surviving the 
House but also of mustering a veto-proof 60 votes in the Senate. All of the bills -- there are now five -- 
start with the premise that forcing polluters to, in effect, pay a fee for every ton of carbon dioxide they 
emit will create powerful incentives for developing and deploying cleaner technologies. 
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Setting up a system that fairly distributes the cost of reducing emissions across a giant economy -- 
without creating a bureaucratic nightmare -- will require great skill. And nobody, including repeat 
viewers of "An Inconvenient Truth,"has a real grip on what it will cost. Given the consequences of doing 
nothing, it's surely worth it, but Congress will have to be upfront about the numbers. 
Then there will be those who argue that it is pointless for America to go down this road if China and 
India will not come along. But that one is easy. The United States produces 25 percent of global emissions 
with only 5 percent of the population. If the world's biggest per capita emitter of carbon dioxide doesn't 
act, why should anyone else? 
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The mayors of some of the world's biggest cities have every reason to feel especially anxious about 
climate change. Their populations are the biggest polluters but also among the most vulnerable to 
weather-related catastrophes. And they are far ahead of their national governments in giving urgency 
to global warming. So, for the second time since 2005, the leaders of dozens of cities, representing 400 
million people, have stepped up. Meeting in New York this week, they produced a plan that should shame 
G-8 leaders into at least saying something about the issue at their meeting next month. 
Most significantly, 15 cities, including New York, Chicago, Karachi, Toronto and Tokyo, signed on to a $5 
billion program to make older buildings more energy efficient. Energy-gluttonous cities account for 
three-fourths of greenhouse gas emissions the world over, and buildings are responsible for 40 percent 
of emissions and much more in older cities. The project could reduce global carbon emissions by 10 
percent. 
It may be that the mayors, aware their powers end at the city limits, are more willing than holders of 
higher offices to take to innovation. When Mayor Clover Moore of Sydney asks residents to turn off 
lights for an hour, the city goes dark. Mayor Richard M. Daley of Chicago is distributing rooftop rain 
barrels, and already pipes 55 million gallons of rainwater into Lake Michigan every year. Toronto 
discounts electricity for citizens who conserve. 
Ken Livingstone, the mayor of London and organizer of the group, bucked public opinion when he imposed 
a hefty fee (now about $16) to drive on London's busiest streets. The result was increased productivity 
for businesses, enhanced public transportation -- paid for with fee revenues -- and streets that flow so 
freely, buses sometimes pull over lest they run too far ahead of schedule. The congestion fee proposed 
by Mayor Michael Bloomberg of New York -- $8 for most cars in much of Manhattan -- deserves swift 
approval from state lawmakers. 
Sadly, the mayors' project on energy-efficient buildings would represent the single most significant 
government response to date on climate change. If it were enough, we would thank the mayors and ride 
our bicycles into the sunset, but, of course, it isn't. The job of containing climate-changing human actions 
-- from individual to industrial -- cannot occur in a vacuum. The heavy lifting still must be done by the 
governments of the industrial powers and their emerging counterparts in India, China and Brazil. 
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Just in time for the presidential campaign, Barack Obama has joined Hillary Clinton on the misguided 
bandwagon of those seeking to penalize China for manipulating its currency. Last week, the two senators 
and Democratic candidates signed up as co-sponsors to a punish-China bill that would mandate 
retaliation against countries that keep their currencies cheap to boost their exports. 
It is a predictable move at a time when voters are so anxious about low wages and holding on to their jobs. 
(Senator Clinton had already co-sponsored two even harsher anti-China bills in 2003 and 2005. ) China's 
cheap currency and vast trade surplus, which matches up nicely with America's gargantuan trade deficit, 
are easy to blame. 
Still, the prescription is wrongheaded. There is no guarantee that a rise in the value of the yuan would, 
on its own, boost American workers' wages or the economy in any significant way. Many of the things China 
exports to the United States have not been made in America for a long time. Forcing China to revalue 
the yuan would likely also lead to higher prices for goods in the United States and to a rise in interest 
rates if China decides to stop buying American Treasury bonds. 
And it will complicate the management of a long list of nonfinancial issues the two nations urgently need to 
address. Washington needs to have what diplomats call a frank discussion with Beijing about its 
irresponsible export of poisonous toothpaste, dog food and toys and its piracy of American-produced 
software, movies and other goods. And Washington needs to encourage China to become a more 
constructive international player on issues from global warming to ending genocide in Darfur. 
The cheap yuan, together with America's voracious spending, are the main causes of the enormous 
imbalances that have developed in global trade and financial flows. It is certainly worth reminding China 
that artificially holding down the price of its currency and building an economy only on exports is also 
not in its long-term economic interest. Its growth must be rebalanced to rely more on the consumption 
of its own citizens. 
Starting a trade war is not likely to change Beijing's mind. And it will make it harder to persuade and 
pressure China to become a more responsible exporter and a more responsible international player. 
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On Saturday, The Times's business section featured two reports from unexpected parts of the country 
that should cheer the bipartisan coalition in the Senate that wants to move ahead quickly on legislation 
limiting emissions of carbon dioxide, the main global warming gas. The reports provide further evidence, 
if any were needed, that Congress should not listen to the coal industry's siren call for special treatment. 
One report, from Montana, described an increasingly vocal movement opposed to new coal-fired power 
plants on the Great Plains. The movement includes not only the usual suspects in the environmental 
community but also conservative and largely Republican ranchers worried about the impact of global 
warming on their water supply. 
In addition, The Times reported that a state regulator in Kansas had denied a permit for a large coal-fired 
power plant because of the global warming gases it would emit. As far as anyone knows, that's the first 
time that a power plant has been blocked for that reason alone. 
Now it's Washington's turn. A Senate subcommittee will soon take up a very promising global warming 
bill written by Joseph Lieberman of Connecticut and John Warner of Virginia -- the first step in what 
could be an arduous legislative journey. The bill would place a mandatory, declining cap on emissions 
from the electric power, manufacturing and transportation sectors of the economy. It aims to cut total 
emissions to 63 percent below 2005 levels by 2050, less than many scientists say is necessary but still 
very ambitious. 
The coal industry will try very hard to weaken the bill, and it has assembled a large war chest for that 
purpose. Coal accounts for just over half the electricity generated in America and 30 percent of its carbon 
dioxide emissions. Unless ways can be found to replace coal as an energy source or to capture its 
emissions, the global warming game is essentially lost. More than 120 new coal-fired power plants are on 
the drawing boards in this country. Of those, only a small percent are likely to be equipped with 
technologies that could reduce emissions. 
The Lieberman-Warner bill makes it clear that coal-fired power plants, new or old, will be forced to meet 
stiff new emissions targets just like everyone else. Dirty plants, in short, will pay heavily, as they should. That 
is the only way to encourage the utilities to find cleaner ways of burning coal and, even better, 
alternative energy sources. 
Until the United States takes the lead, other big emitters -- starting with China, which is building the 
equivalent of one large coal-fired plant every week -- will feel no pressure to act. 
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So far, this has been an encouraging year for people who care about global warming. Governors have signed 
regional agreements to cap greenhouse gas emissions. The federal courts are pressing Washington to 
take action. Venture capitalists have poured money into cleaner fuels. Polls show rising public concern. 
What's still missing is a concrete national and international strategy for a problem that does not 
respect any borders. The days ahead will tell a lot about whether the world, and especially the United 
States, is prepared to do more than just talk about the problem. 
Representatives from 190 countries are gathering in Bali this week to begin framing a successor to the 
Kyoto Protocol on climate change, which expires in 2012. On Wednesday, the Senate Environment and 
Public Works Committee will try to finish and send to the Senate floor an ambitious bill aimed at cutting 
emissions in this country by 15 percent by 2020 and 70 percent by mid-century. 
The meetings in Bali and Washington are intimately linked. Progress globally will depend heavily on 
whether Washington, after years of delay and denial, is prepared to follow Europe's lead and impose 
mandatory controls on emissions. As the dominant producer of heat-trapping gases, the United States 
cannot expect other countries to make costly investments in new ways of producing and using energy 
unless it acts decisively at home. 
The Senate bill represents such an effort. It would impose a steadily declining cap on emissions of carbon 
dioxide and other greenhouse gases. Companies would be assigned emission allowances, which could 
then be traded on the open market, with more-efficient companies selling excess allowances to less-
efficient companies that could not immediately meet their quotas. 
The government would distribute the allowances in two ways, giving some away and charging companies 
a fee for the rest. The proceeds would be used to offset higher energy costs for low- and moderate-income 
consumers and to finance investments in new and cleaner technologies. The bill's main flaw is that in its early 
stages it gives away too many free allowances to coal-fired power plants. This is thought to be necessary 
to attract votes from coal-state senators. But it represents a windfall for older, dirtier plants and could 
keep them running far longer than necessary. This should be fixed before the bill goes to the floor. 
On balance the bill represents an important first step toward restoring America's credibility at a time 
when the world needs American leadership. There is no consensus among the nations assembling in Bali 
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about what to do next. Should there be a global cap-and-trade system? Smaller regional agreements? Or 
an agreement among a core group of big emitters -- an idea gaining increasing traction among 
environmentalists and even the White House? 
Whatever happens, China and India have to be part of the equation. Along with other developing 
countries, both were exempted from making any commitments to reduce emissions at Kyoto on grounds 
that the industrialized countries bore the heaviest historical responsibility. Given the extraordinary 
growth in both countries, that argument is no longer sustainable. But it will be much easier to get China, 
India and others to adopt aggressive policies if the United States is also on board. 
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DATELINE: Copenhagen 
WE are often told that tackling global warming should be the defining task of our age -- that we must cut 
emissions immediately and drastically. But people are not buying the idea that, unless we act, the planet 
is doomed. Several recent polls have revealed Americans' growing skepticism. Solving global warming has 
become their lowest policy priority, according to a new Pew survey. 
Moreover, strategies to reduce carbon have failed. Meeting in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, politicians from 
wealthy countries promised to cut emissions by 2000, but did no such thing. In Kyoto in 1997, leaders 
promised even stricter reductions by 2010, yet emissions have kept increasing unabated. Still, the leaders 
plan to meet in Copenhagen this December to agree to even more of the same -- drastic reductions in 
emissions that no one will live up to. Another decade will be wasted. 
Fortunately, there is a better option: to make low-carbon alternatives like solar and wind energy 
competitive with old carbon sources. This requires much more spending on research and development of 
low-carbon energy technology. We might have assumed that investment in this research would have 
increased when the Kyoto Protocol made fossil fuel use more expensive, but it has not. 
Economic estimates that assign value to the long-term benefits that would come from reducing warming 
-- things like fewer deaths from heat and less flooding -- show that every dollar invested in quickly 
making low-carbon energy cheaper can do $16 worth of good. If the Kyoto agreement were fully 
obeyed through 2099, it would cut temperatures by only 0.3 degrees Fahrenheit. Each dollar would do 
only about 30 cents worth of good. 
The Copenhagen agreement should instead call for every country to spend one-twentieth of a percent 
of its gross domestic product on low-carbon energy research and development. That would increase 
the amount of such spending 15-fold to $30 billion, yet the total cost would be only a sixth of the 
estimated $180 billion worth of lost growth that would result from the Kyoto restrictions. 
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Kyoto-style emissions cuts can only ever be an expensive distraction from the real business of weaning 
ourselves off fossil fuels. The fact is, carbon remains the only way for developing countries to work their 
way out of poverty. Coal burning provides half of the world's electricity, and fully 80 percent of it ok? in 
China and India, where laborers now enjoy a quality of life that their parents could barely imagine. 
No green energy source is inexpensive enough to replace coal now. Given substantially more research, 
however, green energy could be cheaper than fossil fuels by mid-century. 
Sadly, the old-style agreement planned for Copenhagen this December will have a negligible effect on 
temperatures. This renders meaningless any declarations of "success"that might be made after the 
conference. We must challenge the orthodoxy of Kyoto and create a smarter, more realistic strategy. 
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DATELINE: TAIPEI, Taiwan 
I have seen the future, and it won't work. 
These should be hopeful times for environmentalists. Junk science no longer rules in Washington. 
President Obama has spoken forcefully about the need to take action on climate change; the people I 
talk to are increasingly optimistic that Congress will soon establish a cap-and-trade system that limits 
emissions of greenhouse gases, with the limits growing steadily tighter overtime. And once America 
acts, we can expect much of the world to follow our lead. 
But that still leaves the problem of China, where I have been for most of the last week. 
Like every visitor to China, I was awed by the scale of the country's development. Even the 
annoying aspects -- much of my time was spent viewing the Great Wall of Traffic -- are byproducts 
of the nation's economic success. 
But China cannot continue along its current path because the planet can't handle the strain. 
The scientific consensus on prospects for global warming has become much more pessimistic over the 
last few years. Indeed, the latest projections from reputable climate scientists border on the 
apocalyptic. Why? Because the rate at which greenhouse gas emissions are rising is matching or 
exceeding the worst-case scenarios. 
And the growth of emissions from China -- already the world's largest producer of carbon dioxide -- 
is one main reason for this new pessimism. 
China's emissions, which come largely from its coal-burning electricity plants, doubled between 1996 
and 2006. That was a much faster pace of growth than in the previous decade. And the trend seems set to 
continue: In January, China announced that it plans to continue its reliance on coal as its main energy 
source and that to feed its economic growth it will increase coal production 30 percent by 2015. 
That's a decision that, all by itself, will swamp any emission reductions elsewhere. 
So what is to be done about the China problem? 
Nothing, say the Chinese. Each time I raised the issue during my visit, I was met with outraged 
declarations that it was unfair to expect China to limit its use of fossil fuels. After all, they declared, the 
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West faced no similar constraints during its development; while China may be the world's largest 
source of carbon-dioxide emissions, its per-capita emissions are still far below American levels; and 
anyway, the great bulk of the global warming that has already happened is due not to China but to the 
past carbon emissions of today's wealthy nations. 
And they're right. It is unfair to expect China to live within constraints that we didn't have to face 
when our own economy was on its way up. But that unfairness doesn't change the fact that letting 
China match the West's past profligacy would doom the Earth as we know it. 
Historical injustice aside, the Chinese also insisted that they should not be held responsible for the 
greenhouse gases they emit when producing goods for foreign consumers. But they refused to accept 
the logical implication of this view -- that the burden should fall on those foreign consumers instead, that 
shoppers who buy Chinese products should pay a "carbon tariff'' that reflects the emissions associated 
with those goods' production. That, said the Chinese, would violate the principles of free trade. 
Sorry, but the climate-change consequences of Chinese production have to be taken into account 
somewhere. And anyway, the problem with China is not so much what it produces as how it produces 
it. Remember, China now emits more carbon dioxide than the United States, even though its G.D.P. is 
only about half as large (and the United States, in turn, is an emissions hog compared with Europe or 
Japan). 
The good news is that the very inefficiency of China's energy use offers huge scope for improvement. Given 
the right policies, China could continue to grow rapidly without increasing its carbon emissions. But first 
it has to realize that policy changes are necessary. 
There are hints, in statements emanating from China, that the country's policy makers are starting to 
realize that their current position is unsustainable. But I suspect that they don't realize how quickly the 
whole game is about to change. 
As the United States and other advanced countries finally move to confront climate change, they will also 
be morally empowered to confront those nations that refuse to act. Sooner than most people think, 
countries that refuse to limit their greenhouse gas emissions will face sanctions, probably in the form of 
taxes on their exports. They will complain bitterly that this is protectionism, but so what? 
Globalization doesn't do much good if the globe itself becomes unlivable. 
It's time to save the planet. And like it or not, China will have to do its part.  
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In a way, it was easy to take stands during the Bush years: the Bushies and their allies in Congress were so 
determined to move the nation in the wrong direction that one could, with a clear conscience, oppose all 
the administration's initiatives. 
Now, however, a somewhat uneasy coalition of progressives and centrists rules Washington, and staking 
out a position has become much trickier. Policy tends to move things in a desirable direction, yet to fall 
short of what you'd hoped to see. And the question becomes how many compromises, how much 
watering down, one is willing to accept. 
There will be a lot of soul-searching later this year for advocates of health care reform. (For me the make-
or-break issue is whether the legislation includes a public plan.) But right now it's the environmental 
community that has to decide how much it's willing to bend. 
If we're going to get real action on climate change any time soon, it will be via some version of legislation 
proposed by Representatives Henry Waxman and Edward Markey. Their bill would limit greenhouse gases 
by requiring polluters to receive or buy emission permits, with the number of available permits -- the 
"cap"in "cap and trade"-- gradually falling over time. 
It goes without saying that the usual suspects on the right have denounced Waxman-Markey: global 
warming isn't real, emission limits will destroy the economy, yada yada. But the bill also faces 
opposition from some environmentalists, who are balking at the compromises the sponsors made to 
gain political support. 
So is Waxman-Markey -- whose language was released last week -- good enough? 
Well, Al Gore has praised the bill, and plans to organize a grass-roots campaign on its behalf. A number of 
environmental organizations, ranging from the League of Conservation Voters to the Environmental 
Defense Fund, have also come out in strong support. 
But Greenpeace has declared that it "cannot support this bill in its current state."And some influential 
environmental figures -- most notably James Hansen, the NASA scientist who first drew the public's 
attention to global warming -- oppose the whole idea of cap and trade, arguing for a carbon tax instead. 
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I'm with Mr. Gore. The legislation now on the table isn't the bill we'd ideally want, but it's the bill we can 
get -- and it's vastly better than no bill at all. 
 
 One objection -- the claim that carbon taxes are better than cap and trade -- is, in my view, just wrong. In 
principle, emission taxes and tradable emission permits are equally effective at limiting pollution. In 
practice, cap and trade has some major advantages, especially for achieving effective international 
cooperation. 
Not to put too fine a point on it, think about how hard it would be to verify whether China was really 
implementing a promise to tax carbon emissions, as opposed to letting factory owners with the right 
connections off the hook. By contrast, it would be fairly easy to determine whether China was holding its 
total emissions below agreed-upon levels. 
The more serious objection to Waxman-Markey is that it sets up a system under which many polluters 
wouldn't have to pay for the right to emit greenhouse gases -- they'd get their permits free. In particular, 
in the first years of the program's operation more than a third of the allocation of emission permits would 
be handed over at no charge to the power industry. 
Now, these handouts wouldn't undermine the policy's effectiveness. Even when polluters get free 
permits, they still have an incentive to reduce their emissions, so that they can sell their excess permits to 
someone else. That's not just theory: allowances for sulfur dioxide emissions are allocated to electric 
utilities free of charge, yet the cap-and-trade system for SO2 has been highly successful at controlling 
acid rain. 
But handing out emission permits does, in effect, transfer wealth from taxpayers to industry. So if you had 
your heart set on a clean program, without major political payoffs, Waxman-Markey is a 
disappointment. 
Still, the bill represents major action to limit climate change. As the Center for American Progress has 
pointed out, by 2020 the legislation would have the same effect on global warming as taking 500 million 
cars off the road. And by all accounts, this bill has a real chance of becoming law in the near future. 
So opponents of the proposed legislation have to ask themselves whether they're making the perfect the 
enemy of the good. I think they are. 
After all the years of denial, after all the years of inaction, we finally have a chance to do something 
major about climate change. Waxman-Markey is imperfect, it's disappointing in some respects, but it's 
action we can take now. And the planet won't wait. 
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For anyone eager to see the United States take a serious leadership role on the issue of global warming, this 
week was enormously encouraging. 
It began with the White House's announcement that it will impose the first-ever limits on greenhouse 
gas emissions from cars and trucks. It ended with a House committee approving a comprehensive energy 
and global warming bill -- an important first step on legislation that seeks to reduce America's 
dependence on foreign oil, reverse emissions of carbon dioxide and create millions of clean energy jobs. 
In fairly short order, President Obama and a Democratically controlled Congress have made the lassitude 
and indifference of the Bush years seem like ancient history. And they have greatly improved the prospects 
that American negotiators will arrive at the next round of global climate negotiations in Copenhagen with 
a credible strategy in hand and with the leverage to encourage other major emitters like China to get 
cracking. 
The trick now will be to sustain the momentum -- at home and internationally. 
The legislation approved by the House Energy and Commerce Committee must survive scrutiny by other 
committees and, of course, the whole House. Even after the strong endorsement of expert scientists, only 
one of the committee's Republicans -- Mary Bono Mack of California -- voted for the bill. And then comes 
the Senate, where 60 votes are required to overcome a filibuster and where a climate change bill 
crashed to defeat last year. 
The House bill's main architect, Representative Henry Waxman of California, and his chief lieutenant, 
Representative Edward Markey of Massachusetts, have politically tailored this bill to do better. 
It calls for a 17 percent reduction in 2005 levels of greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 -- and 83 percent 
by 2050. It would put a price on carbon through a cap-and-trade system that would impose a steadily 
declining ceiling on emissions while allowing polluters to trade permits, or allowances, to give them more 
flexibility in meeting their targets. It also mandates greater use of renewable power sources like wind and 
solar, sets tough new efficiency standards for buildings and invests in cleaner energy technologies, largely 
through the sale of carbon allowances. 
To placate politicians from industrial states that rely heavily on coal, and whose energy costs are likely to 
rise, the bill includes a variety of mechanisms to help industries make the near-term transition to cleaner 
and more efficient ways of creating energy. The most prominent of these are"offsets"that would 
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allow polluters to satisfy their own emissions-reduction obligations by investing in carbon-reducing 
programs elsewhere, like preventing deforestation. 
Critics says these and other provisions are too generous to polluters, and in truth the bill is not as strong 
as it should be.  But anything more might well fail, as other bills have failed, and then the country would 
be back to Square 1. As it is, the bill represents an ambitious first step toward a solution too long delayed 
for a problem too long denied.  
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When leaders of the world's richest nations and the big developing countries agreed at the Group of 8 
summit this month to restart global trade negotiations, they sent a powerful signal about the need for 
concerted action to deal with the world's economic emergency. 
It was disturbing, however, that they could not agree on a common strategy for reducing the greenhouse 
emissions causing global warming. Trade and climate policy have become increasingly entangled. A failure 
to agree on how to address global warming could undermine half a century of opening world trade. 
The House of Representatives proved the point last month when it passed a climate bill that would 
impose trade penalties on countries that do not accept limits on carbon emissions. Last year, the 
European Commission approved the idea of an "equalization"levy on imports from countries that have 
not agreed to cut emissions. 
President Obama rightly opposed the penalties in the House bill. Unilateral sanctions are unlikely to 
work and more than likely to provoke a dangerous protectionist tit-for-tat trade war. Yet if the world's 
biggest emitters of CO2 -- including the United States, China and India -- fail to reach an agreement at a 
meeting in Copenhagen in December, the temptation for countries that accept limits on emissions to 
impose unilateral sanctions on countries that do not could well become irresistible. 
The main reason trade and climate change are linked is that the damage inflicted by carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gases is not mainly local or regional. If big emitters do not cut back, atmospheric 
concentrations of greenhouse gases will continue to rise dangerously no matter what the rest of the 
world does. 
Moreover, without a worldwide agreement on emissions, strict limits in signatory countries would very 
likely lead to a fall in energy prices in countries that did not agree to cuts -- encouraging even more energy 
consumption in those places and undermining the goal of stopping climate change. 
Congress is concerned that domestic limits on carbon emissions would put American companies at a 
competitive disadvantage with rivals in countries with no such caps. But that is not the only problem. In the 
absence of a system of import duties related to carbon, industries with high emissions might relocate to 
nonsignatory countries to save money. Or they might fail, unable to compete with dirtier and cheaper 
foreign rivals. 
There are precedents for using trade measures for environmental goals. The Montreal Agreement to 
curb the use of ozone-depleting gases included trade controls on such substances. And the World Trade 
67 
 
 
Organization has suggested that levying taxes at the border on the carbon content of imports would be 
acceptable if they are devised properly -- in the same sort of way as some consumption taxes are levied 
on imports, ensuring equal treatment with domestic products. 
Such tariffs must be part of an international agreement on climate change. Unilateral penalties against fast-
growing polluters like China and India would be seen as illegitimate and could easily backfire, scuttling 
chances of an agreement on climate issues. Congress must refrain from putting sanctions in its climate 
bill. 
An international accord that includes trade-related enforcement measures must also include commitments 
on emission reductions all around, as well as financial aid for poorer countries, like India and China, to 
meet the caps without sacrificing economic growth. 
Further, any deal must set clear guidelines on how to identify and quantify transgressions and establish 
appropriate countermeasures. It also must not open a backdoor for protectionism. Without such a deal, 
trade is going to have problems. Failing to conclude the current negotiations will be the least of them. 
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Economy, Security and, Yes, Human Rights 
Ever since Richard Nixon opened the door in 1972, all presidents have faced a balancing act with China. For 
President Obama, who arrived in China on Sunday, the challenge is even tougher and more urgent. He 
needs Beijing's help on a host of hugely important and extremely difficult problems, including 
stabilizing the global financial system, curbing global warming, prying away North Korea's nuclear 
weapons, and ensuring that Iran doesn't get to build any. 
To do that he needs to encourage China to play an even stronger international role -- but also curb some 
of its darker instincts, including its mistreatment of its own citizens, its less than savory relationships 
with countries like Sudan and its tendency to bully its neighbors. 
Mr. Obama has already acknowledged China's growing clout (and that of other fast-growing 
economies), when he made the G-20 instead of the G-8 the main forum for global economic issues. 
We hope that will pay off in more responsible behavior from Beijing. 
Still in the search for common ground, Mr. Obama has his work cut out for him. While the two countries 
have enacted huge stimulus packages, profound tensions remain over China's exchange-rate policy. 
On the security side, China joined America and other major powers in imposing tougher nuclear-related 
sanctions on North Korea. But it is still Pyongyang's main economic benefactor and has shown a 
willingness to exploit loopholes in the sanctions. Beijing also evinces concern about Iran's nuclear 
program. But it seems more concerned about its own voracious energy needs, and Iran's ability to 
satisfy them. Mr. Obama will have to work harder to persuade China of the dangers out there, and of 
the need for tough United Nations sanctions to curb the nuclear appetites of Tehran and Pyongyang. 
China has long and close ties with Pakistan. We hope Mr. Obama will urge China's president, Hu Jintao, 
to provide more economic assistance for Islamabad and press its leaders to keep fighting the 
Taliban insurgency. While China-Taiwan relations are improving, Mr. Obama should still press 
Beijing to remove hundreds of missiles it has aimed at the island. 
Some activists worry that the Obama administration has been too muted in its criticism of China's 
abysmal human rights. Mr. Obama postponed a meeting with the Dalai Lama until after this summit 
meeting. But trying a less confrontational approach, for a while, isn't unreasonable. 
China's success as a modern superpower is not guaranteed. Job shortages and worker malcontent 
pose a huge challenge, as do separatist movements in Tibet and Xinjiang. 
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Mr. Obama needs to find a way to subtly remind his hosts of those vulnerabilities -- and the fact that 
they are better dealt with through more political openness rather than more repression. A China that 
respected its own people and its neighbors would be more stable, economically stronger, have more 
international influence and be a much better American partner. 
From Beijing to Copenhagen 
What everyone has suspected for weeks has now been made more or less official by President Obama and 
other world leaders: no new legally binding climate treaty will emerge at discussions in Copenhagen next 
month. The continuing differences between industrialized and developing nations over who should 
bear the burden of stopping global warming mean that at best Copenhagen will be a steppingstone. 
This does not make the talks between President Obama and President Hu Jintao of China any less 
important. Even an interim agreement will be impossible without enthusiastic participation by both 
countries, which together account for 40 percent of greenhouse gas emissions. 
Denmark's prime minister, Lars Lokke Rasmussen, has sketched the outlines of a fallback position that 
would have all countries commit to achievable, transparent domestic targets while negotiations on a 
broader treaty continued. This is an honorable proposition that Mr. Obama can easily accept, but getting 
Mr. Hu to sign on -- and bring other developing countries with him -- may take some doing. 
For years, Washington and Beijing have dodged their own responsibilities by making unreasonable 
demands of each other. China has insisted that the United States reduce emissions by 40 percent over 10 
years, which is politically and technologically unrealistic. Many American lawmakers insist that China 
commit to binding emission caps now, but China -- which regards all caps with suspicion -- sees this as 
infringing on its freedom to manage its own economy. 
At the same time, both nations are mindful of the potentially disastrous consequences of unchecked 
climate change, and both have taken steps to tame their emissions -- steps that could build a foundation 
for a more positive relationship. China has adopted tough fuel economy standards and strict efficiency 
codes for new buildings. Eager to win the global race for green jobs, it has stepped up investment in 
solar panels, wind turbines, rapid transit and hybrid electric cars. And while coal still provides 70 
percent of its power, it is building fewer coal-fired plants and those it is building are cleaner. 
For his part, Mr. Obama has embraced the climate challenge in a way his predecessor did not. He has 
approved new greenhouse gas standards for vehicles, proposed regulatory controls on power plant 
emissions and included $80 billion in his stimulus package for greater energy efficiency and cleaner 
technologies. Congress is halfway toward producing a bill to cap emissions. 
The prospects for collaboration on clean energy are promising. An American company will soon build a 
solar-powered electric utility in China, and China has agreed to help build a wind farm in Texas. But the 
most important single thing the two countries can do is join in moving a new climate agreement 
forward. 
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We didn't expect much from the first week of the global warming conference in Copenhagen. Countries 
need to do a little posturing before getting down to the hard work, which is supposed to start on 
Monday. But the belligerent talk from China seemed to go well beyond the usual positioning. 
The best hope is that the talks will produce an interim understanding under which industrialized countries 
would commit to fairly precise targets for reduced emissions, and others, like China, to broader but 
measurable goals. The industrial countries would be expected to help poorer countries shift to less-
polluting forms of energy. 
That would set the stage for a legally binding deal in 2010. But there is no chance of even an interim 
agreement without the enthusiastic participation of China, the biggest emitter of greenhouse gases. 
China's absence would give other developing countries -- and the United States Senate -- an excuse to do 
less than needed. 
Beijing's recent pledge to slow the growth in emissions seemed like a positive shift in attitude. Then on 
Tuesday, in a surprising show of defensiveness, China's top negotiator, Su Wei, said the greatest burden 
rested with the industrialized countries and jumped on the United States, Japan and the European Union 
for not being aggressive enough. Another Chinese official urged Washington to do "some deep soul-
searching"and improve its proposal. 
Todd Stern, the chief American negotiator, responded correctly: With emissions in many industrialized 
countries peaking or declining, just about all of the growth in greenhouse gases is expected to come from 
the developing world between now and 2030, half from China. Rich nations must still reduce emissions 
sharply, Mr. Stern said, but "there is no way to solve this problem by giving the major developing 
countries a pass." 
China has also been demanding that rich nations contribute hundreds of millions of dollars a year to 
help poor countries address the threat of climate change. Again Mr. Stern was blunt. Washington is 
prepared to help those who need it, but given China's huge reserves and revved-up economy, he said he 
could not envision "public funds, certainly not from the United States, going to China." 
The most positive development has been a pledge by the European Union to contribute $10.5 billion 
over the next three years to help poorer countries deal with climate change. The United States has said 
that it will make a contribution but has not said how big it will be. 
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Transparency is another difficult issue that must be resolved, at least in principle, this week. There is 
no point in setting targets, or threatening penalties for noncompliance, unless countries are required to 
report emissions accurately. Transparency has never been one of Beijing's virtues, and emerging countries 
generally need aid to create sophisticated monitoring systems. 
 
Copenhagen's broadest challenge is finding an equitable way to distribute the burden of confronting 
climate change. Despite some differences, the industrialized nations have pretty much agreed to trim their 
emissions by 15 percent to 20 percent from 2005 levels in the next 10 years, and by 80 percent by 
midcentury. And all seem to be willing to make expensive investments to get there. President Obama will 
need help from Congress, no sure thing. 
A host of developing countries -- including India, Brazil, Indonesia -- have put broad goals on the table, 
though in some cases they seem more aspirational than real. But the bottom line is that the hope for a 
meaningful deal is vanishingly small if China doesn't sign on. 
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WHILE the industrial democracies have to take the threat of global warming seriously, they can't 
control it by themselves. Over the coming years, the greatest increases in greenhouse gases are likely to 
come from poor countries on their way to getting richer. If the industrial countries want to hold down 
the volumes of these gases being dumped into the atmosphere worldwide, they are going to have to 
find ways of doing it without stunting economic growth in places that are not yet rich but are burning a 
lot of coal to get there. 
Environmental protection is an idea that grips most powerfully those societies in which people have 
enough to eat and expect to live long lives. Where daily existence is precarious, global warming sinks low 
on the list of things to worry about. China, for example, has a lot of coal and large plans to increase 
industrial production. High-minded resolutions passed in North America and Western Europe are not 
going to have much effect on the rate at which the Chinese stoke their boilers. 
The International Energy Agency has recently forecast that in the year 2005 the world will be using 50 
percent more energy than today. The IEA, which is paid by the governments of the rich countries to 
warn them of trouble ahead, sits in Paris -- which gives it some detachment from the ideological quarrels 
here in Washington over global warming. It expects that in 2005 about 90 percent of the world's energy 
will still come from fossil fuels. 
Over these next 15 years, according to the IEA, carbon dioxide emissions from what used to be called the 
Communist countries will rise more than twice as fast as those from the rich industrial world, and 
emissions from the poor countries will rise three times as fast. These growth rates would swamp any 
gains that the rich countries are likely to achieve in controlling carbon dioxide. Within the present range of 
technologies, the prospects for influencing this rapid run-up of greenhouse gases is poor. 
It follows that the greatest opportunities lie in new technologies adaptable to developing economies. 
One obvious solution is nuclear energy. Since people increasingly fight reactors as safety hazards, now 
is the time to speed up the work on safer designs. Solar energy is promising for many uses, although it's 
progressing slowly. Ditto the fuel cell. Finding new ways of generating power without pumping gigantic 
volumes of carbon dioxide into the air is certainly not the only thing that the world needs to do to 
protect the climate. But it may well be the most important. 
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THE GREAT MAJORITY of the world's scientific experts have come to a consensus that human activity is 
contributing to a measurable warming of the atmosphere. This warming, if unchecked, could have grave 
consequences for the earth's ecology and the future of the human species. Yet such consequences 
remain far enough in the future, and difficult enough to forecast, that reaching a comparable political 
consensus on how to combat this warming poses an immense challenge. 
The Clinton administration has stepped up to this dilemma with a new policy that moves the debate in a 
constructive direction. Speaking on Wednesday to an international conference in Geneva, Timothy E. 
Wirth, undersecretary of state for global affairs, for the first time urged the nations of the world to accept 
binding targets for progress in this field, and the United Nations conference endorsed the proposal on 
Friday. Such targets would be for the "medium term" -- most likely meaning the year 2010 or 2020 -- and 
would give each nation flexibility to meet its goal according to policies it would devise. These policies 
would work with, not against, the free-market economy. 
The chief cause of global warming is the burning of fossil fuels, such as oil and coal, which release gases that 
become trapped in the atmosphere, retaining more of the sun's warmth than would otherwise be the 
case. This means that not only factories and power plants but how we drive, how we cook -- modern life 
itself-- is the issue, which may be why Mr. Wirth called this "probably the most complicated scientific, 
environmental, economic and political challenge in history." 
According to the current scientific consensus, average air temperature has increased by between 0.3 and 0.6 
degrees Centigrade during the last century and is likely to increase by another one to three degrees in the 
next. This seemingly small rise could provoke dramatic changes in sea levels, weather patterns, agriculture 
and even the spread of disease. 
What to do? First, the U.S. government was right to accept the current scientific evidence, despite a 
misguided effort by some industry groups to discredit it. At the same time, there should be a recognition 
that this scientific field remains young, that some scientists of integrity do not accept the current consensus 
and that policies may have to be adjusted as knowledge increases. 
Second, the developed world is largely responsible for the problem and should take the lead in offering 
solutions. The United States alone accounts for nearly 22 percent of global emissions of carbon dioxide. 
But China, India and the developing world must also be part of any solution, since economic growth in 
those countries will soon propel them into the ranks of top emitters. 
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Third, no proposed solution can work if it comes at the expense of economic growth. Instead, governments 
should begin with policies that could both foster prosperity and reduce emissions. They should, for 
example, eliminate market distortions -- subsidies for coal mines, hidden tax breaks for car owners -- 
and encourage conservation and new, energy-efficient technologies, such as cleaner cars. A binding, 
realistic international agreement could give industry the guidelines and incentives it needs to invest in such 
technologies. 
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In response to uncertain science and pressure from environmental activists and from countries eager for 
our jobs and our living standards, the Clinton administration seems poised to agree to a United Nations 
global warming treaty next December in Kyoto that would compel us -- probably unilaterally -- to 
curtail our fossil-fuel energy use in the next dozen years by more than 20 percent, one certain 
consequence of which would be a decline in the country's economic growth by a similar amount. 
It would be an unwise and unnecessary move even if scientists could agree that the earth's atmosphere is 
getting warmer because of man-made carbon dioxide and other gases. It becomes more so given the fact 
that they can't. 
One day, the science may be clear on this issue. But the economics are clear now, and so are the 
geopolitics. 
The Kyoto document, as currently being drafted, would bind the United States and other developed 
nations to use no more fossil fuel energy in 2010 than they did in 1990. But the 130 developing 
countries -- such as China, India, Indonesia and all of Africa and Latin America -- would be exempt from 
the mandate on the theory that we've used more energy on a per-capita basis for a long time, and now 
we should back off and give them a turn. 
Of course, without that higher energy use in the past, we would not be a "developed" nation in the first 
place, and without it in the future, we're not likely to remain so. 
Theoretically, the rest of the First World would share our sacrifice and our fate, but I don't believe that for 
a minute. For one thing, who's going to police it? Our unique court system would guarantee our 
compliance, but I don't believe any other people would allow their feet to be held to the fire as we 
would. 
Some European countries like Germany and Great Britain can reach or better their 1990 CO 2 levels with 
no significant forward reduction in energy use. For example, Germany gets to count as part of those 1990 
emissions all the inefficient coal-burning factories now being torn down that were part of the former East 
Germany, and Britain made an economic decision in the 1980s to stop subsidizing its coal industry and 
move to more efficient and cleaner natural gas from its North Sea reserves. 
In order to meet those 1990 standards, however, we would have to heavily tax or somehow rigidly ration 
our own energy use. 
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Even that would not reduce the total amount of man-made CO 2 going into the atmosphere; it would 
simply mean that less of it would come from the United States and more would come from the Third 
World, where cheap energy would be a magnet for industries like paper, steel, aluminum and chemicals, 
which depend on it. 
This has become a trade, economic and foreign-aid issue disguised as environmentalism, and we're 
moving toward a solution involving a massive transfer of American wealth that won't do a thing to keep 
the polar ice caps from melting, but would severely undermine this country's international 
competitiveness. 
If in fact we are in a period of global warming, and if man is contributing to it, and if there's something we 
can do to slow it down, then we should act. And it may be prudent to assume the worst until we know better. 
But we should act intelligently. 
One model for action is the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles (PNGV), also called the "Supercar" 
project. It combines the research capabilities of the Big Three automakers, our suppliers and some key 
national laboratories like Argonne and Sandia to produce a car some time early in the next century that 
will get about 80 miles per gallon and produce less than half the CO 2 of today's vehicles, but with 
roughly the same cost, performance and comfort of a mid-size family sedan of today. It's a sterling 
example of a private- and public-sector partnership where scientists and other researchers work 
together toward a common goal. 
The "Supercar" project is the U.S. auto industry's contribution to the global warming solution. But, 
contrary to conventional wisdom, autos are not a major contributor to total greenhouse gases in the 
environment. In fact, eliminating all the cars and trucks in the world would reduce the total carbon 
dioxide going into the atmosphere by less than one-half of one percent. Almost 97 percent of that CO 2 , 
after all, comes from natural sources such as plants and oceans. And the automobile contributes only 
one-eighth of that small remaining fraction of CO 2 attributable to man. 
Cars are part of the mix, but only a small part. The Supercar project will address that part, and it can 
serve as a model 
for a much broader joint research effort involving all the major industries in the country and all the 
research resources of the federal government. 
But this effort would dwarf the Manhattan Project and the space program in scope and cost. It would have 
to be a global program to be feasible, with everybody taking his fair share of the responsibility, sacrifice 
and cost. 
This is the sensible approach to global warming, not an international treaty based on inconclusive 
science that would have no chance of solving the problem (if we have one) but which would have disastrous 
economic consequences for all Americans. It is sensible because only new technology will allow us to 
continue to grow our economy while managing the level of CO 2 output. 
We have plenty of time to make intelligent decisions based upon solid science. We should invest in that 
science and keep an open mind. Science may eventually tell us that dimming the lights, turning off the air 
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conditioning, sacrificing some of our industrial competitiveness and curtailing economic growth is the 
responsible thing to do. If so, we should do it. But if so, it should be the last thing we do, not the first. 
The writer is chairman of Chrysler Corp. 
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THE GREAT weight of scientific opinion now holds that human activity is leading to increased 
concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, which in turn is likely to affect the climate in 
coming decades. This is what is usually referred to as global warming, although the consequences may 
also include coastal flooding, more severe storms and other instability. This human-induced climate 
change could have disastrous consequences for life and economic activity, but what to do about it 
remains a vexing challenge. The prime source of greenhouse gases is the burning of fossil fuels -- oil, gas 
and coal -- which underpin modern life. No country wants to sacrifice its standard of living to forestall this 
ecological catastrophe -- and certainly no one wants to bear a disproportionate burden. 
That understandable sentiment explains a 95 to 0 vote in the Senate last week on a resolution sponsored by 
Sens. Chuck Hagel of Nebraska and Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia. The Senate instructed the Clinton 
administration not to return from Kyoto, where international negotiations are scheduled for next 
December, with a treaty that forces the United States to reduce its greenhouse-gas emissions while 
letting the developing world off the hook. 
Mr. Byrd rightly argued that you can't save the world with a treaty that leaves out most of its countries. 
Developing nations produce less than one-third of all greenhouse-gas emissions, but by 2010 they will 
account for nearly half. China already ranks second in the world to the United States. And a treaty that 
encourages polluting industries to move to the developing world will obviously be counterproductive for 
everyone. 
Yet it's also true that the industrialized world, and particularly the United States, are overwhelmingly 
responsible for the accumulation of gases thus far. Moreover, on a per-person basis, China's emissions are 
one-twentieth of U.S. levels, reflecting a much lower standard of living. It's unreasonable to expect China 
or any other developing country to freeze growth at such unequal levels. 
The answer has to be a treaty that involves developing countries from the start while recognizing their 
right to grow. The trick is to provide incentives for that growth to be as energy-effi cient as possible. This 
would clearly benefit the developing countries themselves, since they're already grappling with terrible 
pollution and health effects from rapid industrialization. 
It could also benefit the United States, and not only environmentally. An effective climate-change treaty will 
spur U.S. industry to develop and invest in all kinds of new and efficient technologies. Exporting those to 
the developing world could both reduce global warming and provide a domestic economic boon. That's 
where a treaty should point. 
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SECRETARY OF STATE Madeleine Albright this week announced a "diplomatic full-court press" to 
encourage developing nations to help avert the danger of climate change. A first, uncharitable reaction 
might be to ask what took so long, given that combating global warming ostensibly has been a Clinton 
administration priority for some time now. But it would be fairer to credit the administration with 
gradually increasing the prominence of environmental issues in its diplomacy, and to welcome 
Secretary Albright's pledge of increasing attention now. 
The administration last year helped negotiate and then signed a treaty committing the United States and 
other developed nations to sharply reduce their emissions of greenhouse gases. Those are the byproducts 
of burning oil, gas and coal that are accumulating in the atmosphere and which most knowledgeable 
scientists believe will increasingly affect the global climate in coming decades, potentially in destructive 
and destabilizing ways. President Clinton said, however, that he wouldn't submit the treaty for Senate 
ratification until developing countries also agreed to take on some responsibility. 
This was a bow to political reality; the Senate has made clear it won't ratify any treaty until China, India 
and other powerhouses of the developing world sign on in a meaningful way. But it is in line with scientific 
reality, too. America emits more greenhouse gas than China, and far more per person; but in total 
output, China is expected to surpass the United States within 20 years. A nation as poor as China 
shouldn't be expected to accept limits on its growth. But it could commit to making its energy use 
increasingly efficient as it grows. That would benefit not only global climate but China's environment and 
economy, too. 
There's been plenty of room to criticize the administration for the gap between rhetoric and effort on 
climate change. But welcome evidence that the president is taking the issue more seriously came 
during his trip to Chile last week. There, he and President Eduardo Frei agreed that developed countries 
must set an example in greenhouse-gas reduction, but that developing countries also must play a role. 
They agreed that market-based mechanisms are the most efficient way to achieve their common goal, 
something many developing countries still balk at. At about the same time, the leaders of wealthy Japan 
and impoverished Russia were pledging similar forms of cooperation. Neither step offered the kind of 
firm commitment many U.S. senators will be looking for, but both provided encouraging evidence that 
developing countries are beginning to see the benefit to themselves of joining in this global effort. 
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The education of George W. Bush on global warming is simply summarized: Honesty may not be the best 
policy. Greenhouse politics have long blended exaggeration and deception. Although global warming may 
or may not be an inevitable calamity (we don't know), politicians everywhere treat it as one. Doing 
otherwise would offend environmental lobbies and the public, which has been conditioned to see it as a 
certain disaster. But the same politicians won't do anything that would dramatically reduce global 
warming, because the obvious remedy -- steep increases in energy prices -- would be immensely 
unpopular. 
By rejecting the Kyoto protocol, which would commit 38 industrial countries to control greenhouse 
emissions, Bush has discarded all the convenient deceits. He has brought more honesty to the global 
warming debate in four months than Bill Clinton did in eight years -- and this, paradoxically, is why 
he is so harshly condemned. He must be discredited because if he's correct, then almost everyone 
else has been playing fast and loose with the facts. 
Bush says that the Kyoto commitments were "arbitrary and not based on science." True. Under Kyoto, 
the United States would cut its greenhouse gas emissions 7 percent below their 1990 levels by the 
years 2008 to 2012. Japan's target is 6 percent, the European Union's 8 percent. Russia gets to maintain 
its 1990 level, and Australia is allowed an 8 percent increase. Developing countries (Brazil, China, India) 
aren't covered. These targets reflect pragmatic diplomacy and little else. 
Because so many countries are excluded, it's also true -- as Bush indicates -- that even if Kyoto worked as 
planned, the effect on greenhouse gases would be almost trivial. In 1990, says the U.S. Energy 
Information Administration (EIA), global emissions of carbon dioxide, the main greenhouse gas, totaled 
5.8 billion tons of "carbon equivalent." The EIA predicts that if nothing is done, emissions will rise 34 
percent to 7.8 billion tons by 2010. With Kyoto, the increase would be only 26 percent to 7.3 billion 
tons. The reductions of industrialized countries would be more than offset by increases from developing 
countries. 
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Finally, Bush is correct when he says that reaching the Kyoto target would involve substantial economic 
costs for Americans. Strong U.S. economic growth has raised emissions well above their 1990 level. To 
hit the Kyoto target would require a cut of 30 percent or more of projected emissions. Under the Clinton 
administration, the EIA estimated that complying could raise electricity prices 86 percent and gasoline 
prices 53 percent. Higher prices are needed to induce consumers and businesses to use less energy (the 
source of most greenhouse gases) and switch to fuels (from coal to natural gas) that have lower 
emissions. 
Europeans boast they've done better, implying that America's poor showing reflects a lack of will. By 
1998, the 15 countries of the European Union had reduced greenhouse emissions 2.5 percent below 
the 1990 level. But the comparison is bogus, because Europe's performance reflects different 
circumstances -- and luck. Through 1998, only three countries (Germany, Britain and Luxembourg) had 
reduced their emissions, and these improvements were mostly fortunate accidents. The shutdown of 
inefficient and heavy-polluting factories in eastern Germany cut emissions. And in Britain, plentiful North 
Sea gas propelled a shift from coal. Generally speaking, slow population and economic growth -- 
meaning fewer cars, homes and offices -- helps Europe comply with Kyoto. From 1990 to 2010, the 
European Union's population is projected to rise 6 percent compared with a 20 percent U.S. increase. 
The Clinton administration expressed alarm about global warming even while delaying effective action. 
Under Kyoto, countries can buy "rights" to emit greenhouse gases from other countries where -- in theory -- 
reductions could be more cheaply achieved. Called "emissions trading," this approach was championed 
by Clinton. But as David Victor of the Council on Foreign Relations argues in his book "The Collapse of 
the Kyoto Protocol," the scheme is an unworkable sham. Some countries -- notably Russia and Ukraine -- 
got emissions targets well above their needs. So they could sell excess emission "rights" to Americans. 
The result: The United States wouldn't cut its emissions and neither would Russia or Ukraine. Because 
Europeans distrusted this and other U.S. proposals, the final negotiations over Kyoto deadlocked last 
year. 
As Bush says, we know that global temperatures are rising -- but we don't know the speed or the 
ultimate consequences. On all counts, his candor seems more commendable than the simplifications 
and evasions of his critics. And yet, his policy has stigmatized him as an environmental outlaw and 
earned him ill will in Europe and Japan. These are high costs. What went wrong? Just this: People say 
they like honesty in politicians, but on global warming, the evidence is the opposite. People prefer 
delusion. Kyoto responded to this urge. People want to hear that "something" is being done when little 
is being done and, in all likelihood, little can be done. 
Barring technological breakthroughs -- ways of producing cheap energy with few emissions or 
capturing today's emissions -- it's hard to see how the world can deal with global warming. Developing 
countries sensibly insist on the right to reduce poverty through economic growth, which means more 
energy use and emissions. (Much is made of China's recent drop in emissions; this is probably a one-time 
decline, reflecting the shutdown of inefficient factories. In 1999 China had eight cars per 1,000 people 
compared with 767 per 1,000 for the United States. Does anyone really believe that more cars, 
computers and consumer goods will cut China's emissions?) Meanwhile, industrialized countries 
won't reduce emissions if it means reducing living standards. There is a natural stalemate. 
Because this message is unwanted, politicians don't deliver it. Someone who defies conventional 
wisdom needs to explain his views well enough to bring public opinion to his side. Bush has, so far, 
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failed at this critical task. Ironically, he might have fared better if he had stuck with Clinton's clever 
deceptions. 
LOAD-DATE: June 21, 2001 
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DOCUMENT-TYPE: COLUMN  
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
 
Copyright 2001 The Washington Post 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
84 
 
 
 
                  The Washington Post 
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Attorney Generals' Hot Air 
BYLINE: Robert J. Samuelson SECTION: Editorial; A21  
LENGTH: 849 words 
You have to give New York Attorney General Eliot Spitzer and his friends an A for ambition. A few weeks 
ago Spitzer and the attorneys general of California, Connecticut, Iowa, New Jersey, Rhode Island, 
Vermont and Wisconsin, as well as the corporation counsel of New York, filed suit against five large 
electric utilities to force them to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. Having battled teenage smoking 
and Microsoft, the attorneys general are now fighting global warming. 
Well, not really. The main thing this suit might produce is publicity for the people who filed it. Even an 
amateur lawyer must suspect the suit's legal grounds are weak. The news release says that the case was 
filed in federal district court "under the federal common law of public nuisance, which provides a right 
of action to curb air and water pollution emanating from sources in other states. Public nuisance is a well-
established legal doctrine that is commonly invoked in environmental cases." In other words: The utilities 
haven't broken any existing law; the attorneys general hope to create "new law" through a judge's 
decision. 
But let's skip the legal niceties. If the suit succeeds, could it have a meaningful effect on global warming? 
The answer is "no." Again, skip legal niceties. Suppose, just for fun, the court simply shuts down the 174 
fossil-fuel-burning power plants owned by these utilities (the American Electric Power Co., the Southern 
Co., the Tennessee Valley Authority, Xcel Energy Inc. and Cinergy Corp.). That's about 650 million tons of 
annual carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, say the attorneys general. We'll ignore the economic 
consequences. 
Now do the arithmetic. The attorneys general say these companies produce 10 percent of total U.S. 
CO2 emissions. Well, the United States generates about 25 percent of global greenhouse gases. So the 
net result is, at best, a 2.5 percent cut in annual worldwide greenhouse emissions. The entire cut would be 
offset in a few years by normal world economic growth, which -- requiring more power -- results in more 
emissions. Global emissions are now rising about 2 percent annually. 
The only way to reduce them sharply is to have a worldwide cooperative plan to do so. The Kyoto 
protocol, negotiated in 1997, was one plan. But it would not have actually reduced greenhouse 
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emissions. They would have continued rising even if the United States had adopted Kyoto. Undermining 
Kyoto's effectiveness was the unwillingness of most developing countries -- prominently China and 
India -- to join. With mass poverty, they're more interested in faster economic growth than in slower 
global warming. 
Their refusal was one reason the Senate would never have ratified Kyoto. In 1997 senators passed a 
resolution 95 to 0 disapproving the Kyoto approach. The other reason is that even modest reductions in 
U.S. greenhouse gases might result in higher energy prices, more regulations, slower economic growth 
or all three. 
It's easy to be against global warming but not easy to be for the things that might control it. Barring some 
magical technological breakthrough, lowering U.S. emissions would require some or all of the following: 
tougher regulation or higher gasoline prices to force drivers into smaller and more fuel-efficient vehicles; 
restrictions on coal-burning power plants; encouragement of nuclear power; expansion of drilling for 
natural gas and more imports of liquefied natural gas; and regulations or tax penalties to discourage large 
homes. 
No judge should try to impose new policies. These issues belong in the political arena, not the courts. 
But even if the United States embraced tough anti-global warming policies -- and other industrial 
countries did the same -- the effect would be offset unless developing countries joined. The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has projected that greenhouse emissions will more than triple 
over the next century under "business as usual" assumptions. Virtually all the increase occurs in 
developing countries. 
Spitzer and his allies can't change any of this. Their suit mainly allows them to advertise themselves to 
people who don't know better. Here's Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal sounding off: 
"Our lawsuit is a huge, historic first step toward holding companies accountable for these pernicious 
pollutants that threaten our health, economy, environment and quality of life now and increasingly in 
the future. The eventual effects.. . [will be] increasing asthma and heat-related illnesses, eroding 
shorelines, floods and other natural disasters, loss of forests and other precious resources." 
Actually, this contains considerable distortion. In truth, no one knows how much the world will warm, 
exactly when or with what consequences. 
Any self-respecting judge will dismiss this suit -- and do more. Because the only point is political self-
promotion, the judge ought to require the attorneys general to pay court costs and defendants' costs 
from their own pockets. There's a name for what the attorneys general are making of themselves: a 
public nuisance. 
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                       June 29, 2005 Wednesday 
                       Final Edition 
Greenhouse Hypocrisy 
BYLINE: Robert J. Samuelson  
SECTION: Editorial; A21  
LENGTH: 985 words 
Almost a decade ago I suggested that global warming would become a "gushing" source of political 
hypocrisy. So it has. Politicians and scientists constantly warn of the grim outlook, and the subject is on 
the agenda of the upcoming Group of Eight summit of world economic leaders. But all this sound and fury is 
mainly exhibitionism -- politicians pretending they're saving the planet. The truth is that, barring major 
technological advances, they can't (and won't) do much about global warming. It would be nice if they 
admitted that, though this seems unlikely. 
Europe is the citadel of hypocrisy. Considering Europeans' contempt for the United States and George Bush 
for not embracing the Kyoto Protocol, you'd expect that they would have made major reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions -- the purpose of Kyoto. Well, not exactly. From 1990 (Kyoto's base year for 
measuring changes) to 2002, global emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), the main greenhouse gas, increased 
16.4 percent, reports the International Energy Agency. The U.S. increase was 16.7 percent, and most of 
Europe hasn't done much better. 
Here are some IEA estimates of the increases: France, 6.9 percent; Italy, 8.3 percent; Greece, 28.2 
percent; Ireland, 40.3 percent; the Netherlands, 13.2 percent; Portugal, 59 percent; Spain, 46.9 percent. It's 
true that Germany (down 13.3 percent) and Britain (a 5.5 percent decline) have made big reductions. 
But their cuts had nothing to do with Kyoto. After reunification in 1990, Germany closed many 
inefficient coal-fired plants in eastern Germany; that was a huge one-time saving. In Britain, the 
government had earlier decided to shift electric utilities from coal (high CO2 emissions) to plentiful 
natural gas (lower CO2 emissions). 
On their present courses, many European countries will miss their Kyoto targets for 2008-2012. To reduce 
emissions significantly, Europeans would have to suppress driving and electricity use; that would 
depress economic growth and fan popular discontent. It won't happen. Political leaders everywhere 
deplore global warming -- and then do little. Except for Eastern European nations, where dirty factories 
have been shuttered, few countries have cut emissions. Since 1990 Canada's emissions are up 23.6 
percent; Japan's, 18.9 percent. 
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We are seeing similar exhibitionism in the United States. The U.S. Conference of Mayors recently 
endorsed Kyoto. California and New Mexico have adopted "targets" for emission cuts, reports the 
Pew Center on Global Climate Change. All this busywork won't much affect global warming, but who 
cares? The real purpose is for politicians to brandish their environmental credentials. Even if rich 
countries actually curbed their emissions, it wouldn't matter much. Poor countries would offset the 
reductions. 
"We expect CO2 emissions growth in China between now and 2030 will equal the growth of the 
United States, Canada, all of Europe, Japan, Australia, New Zealand and Korea combined," says Fatih 
Birol, the IEA's chief economist. In India, he says, about 500 million people lack electricity; worldwide, 
the figure is 1.6 billion. Naturally, poor countries haven't signed Kyoto; they won't sacrifice economic 
gains -- poverty reduction, bigger middle classes -- to combat global warming. By 2030, the IEA predicts, 
world energy demand and greenhouse gases will increase by roughly 60 percent; poor countries will 
account for about two-thirds of the growth. China's coal use is projected almost to double; its vehicle 
fleet could go from 24 million to 130 million. 
Like most forecasts, these won't come true. But unless they're wildly unreliable, they demonstrate that 
greenhouse emissions will still rise. Facing this prospect, we ought to align rhetoric and reality. 
First, we should tackle some energy problems. We need to reduce our use of oil, which increasingly 
comes from unstable or hostile regions (the Middle East, Russia, Central Asia, Africa). This is mainly a 
security issue, though it would modestly limit greenhouse gases. What should we do? Even with today's 
high gasoline prices, we ought to adopt a stiff oil tax and tougher fuel economy standards, both to be 
introduced gradually. We can shift toward smaller vehicles, with more efficient hybrid engines. 
Unfortunately, Congress's energy bills lack these measures. 
Second, we should acknowledge that global warming is an iffy proposition. Yes, it's happening; but, no, 
we don't know the consequences -- how much warming will occur, what the effects (good or bad) will be 
or where. If we can't predict the stock market and next year's weather, why does anyone think we can 
predict the global climate in 75 years? Global warming is not an automatic doomsday. In some regions, 
warmer weather may be a boon. 
Third, we should recognize that improved technology is the only practical way of curbing greenhouse 
gases. About 80 percent of CO2 emissions originate outside the transportation sector -- from power 
generation and from fuels for industrial, commercial and residential use. Any technology solution would 
probably involve some acceptable form of nuclear power or an economic way of removing CO2 from 
burned fossil fuels. "Renewable" energy (wind, solar, biomass) won't suffice. Without technology gains, 
adapting to global warming makes more sense than trying to prevent it. Either way, the Bush 
administration rightly emphasizes research and development. 
What we have now is a respectable charade. Politicians and advocates make speeches, convene 
conferences and formulate plans. They pose as warriors against global warming. The media participate in 
the resulting deception by treating their gestures seriously. One danger is that some of these measures will 
harm the economy without producing significant environmental benefits. Policies motivated by political 
gain will inflict public pain. Why should anyone applaud? 
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                   The Washington Post 
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Final Edition 
Warming to A Candidacy? 
BYLINE: George F. Will  
SECTION: Editorial; B07  
LENGTH: 743 words 
A few years ago a Los Angeles television anchor said: "Dodgers and Angels highlights at 11. Please watch 
anyway." Some viewers probably thought ABC should have said something like that when announcing Al 
Gore's extended interview on "This Week" last Sunday. But the interview signaled an important alteration 
of the competition for the Democrats' 2008 presidential nomination -- that is, if Gore means what he is 
saying, and he seems painfully sincere. 
"Less than 10 years." That, Gore warns, is all the time that "leading scientists" say we may have "before 
we cross a point of no return" -- unless we make a "really good start toward dramatic changes" to combat 
global warming. Ten years from now will be the last year of the second term of the next president, if he 
or she is reelected. Surely Gore should strive to be that president, if he means these four things he says 
or implies: 
First, so grave is the "planetary emergency" that decisions made in the next few years will determine the 
fate of civilization. 
Second, he understands this better than any other national leader. When the Kyoto Protocol, which 
distributes nations' obligations regarding reduction of global warming, was created in 1997, Gore could 
find only "one senator out of all 100 who was willing to say that he or she would definitely" vote to ratify 
it. 
Third, he aims "to move our country" and "change the minds of the American people" and instill "the 
sense of urgency that is appropriate," because "the political environment has to be changed" before 
solutions are possible. 
Fourth, "I'm under no illusions that there's any position in the world with as much influence" as the 
presidency. 
So much for his silly dichotomy -- his assertion that global warming "is not a political issue. It is a moral 
issue." Any large policy issue is a political issue, and it is large because it is morally significant. So, having 
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come within 537 Florida votes, or perhaps a 5 to 4 Supreme Court decision, of becoming president, why 
not try again, particularly with, he says, "Earth in the balance"? 
If he does, he will have to tweak his Cassandra persona. For example, when he said on "This Week" that the 
Kyoto Protocol "has become the binding law in most of the world," he adopted a, shall we say, broad 
understanding of "binding": Rapidly developing China and India, with more than a third of the planet's  
population, are exempt from emission limits, and of the 15 European Union countries committed to 
hitting certain Kyoto targets, only two are on a path to do so. 
Minutes after Gore said that "the debate in the science community is over," he said "there is a debate 
between the American ice science community and ice scientists elsewhere" about whether the less-
than-extremely-remote danger is a rise in sea level of a few inches or 20 feet. And he said scientists "don't 
know what is happening" in west Antarctica or Greenland. So when Gore says the scientific debate is 
"over," he must mean merely that there is consensus that we are in a period of warming. 
This is not where debate ends but where it begins, given that at any moment in its 4.5 billion years, the 
planet has been cooling or warming. The serious debate is about two other matters: the contribution of 
human activity to the current episode of warming and the degree to which this or that remedial 
measure (e.g., the Kyoto Protocol) would make a difference commensurate with its costs. 
Nevertheless, the likelihood that Gore will seek the presidency is suggested not only by the logic of what 
he says but also by what he does not say. Given how clear and present he says the danger is, he should be 
more specific and radical regarding the economic, indeed civilizational, changes he considers necessary. 
He should be -- unless he is trimming his sails and biding his time in the hope that he can acquire the 
presidential pulpit from which to move the nation. 
There is nothing wrong with that. The nobility of politics, when it is noble, often consists in prudent 
maneuvering and persuading until an issue is, in terms of public opinion, ripe. A luminous example of 
the nobility of indirection is Lincoln's protracted and incremental progress toward abolishing slavery. 
Dismayed by the Kansas-Nebraska Act and then the Dred Scott decision, Lincoln did not exclaim: "That 
does it! Instead of running for president, I am going to prepare a PowerPoint presentation." 
georgewill@washpost.com 
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Global Warming's Real Inconvenient Truth 
BYLINE: Robert J. Samuelson 
SECTION: Editorial; A13 
LENGTH: 968 words 
"Global warming may or may not be the great environmental crisis of the next century, but -- 
regardless of whether it is or isn't -- we won't do much about it. We will (I am sure) argue ferociously 
over it and may even, as a nation, make some fairly solemn-sounding commitments to avoid it. But the 
more dramatic and meaningful these commitments seem, the less likely they are to be observed. Little will 
be done. . . . Global warming promises to become a gushing source of national hypocrisy.” 
-- This column, July 1997 
Well, so it has. In three decades of columns, I've never quoted myself at length, but here it's necessary. Al 
Gore calls global warming an "inconvenient truth," as if merely recognizing it could put us on a path to a 
solution. That's an illusion. The real truth is that we don't know enough to relieve global warming, and -- 
barring major technological breakthroughs -- we can't do much about it. This was obvious nine years 
ago; it's still obvious. Let me explain. 
From 2003 to 2050, the world's population is projected to grow from 6.4 billion people to 9.1 billion, a 42 
percent increase. If energy use per person and technology remain the same, total energy use and 
greenhouse gas emissions (mainly, carbon dioxide) will be 42 percent higher in 2050. But that's too low, 
because societies that grow richer use more energy. Unless we condemn the world's poor to their 
present poverty -- and freeze everyone else's living standards -- we need economic growth. With 
modest growth, energy use and greenhouse emissions more than double by 2050. 
Just keeping annual greenhouse gas emissions constant means that the world must somehow offset 
these huge increases. There are two ways: Improve energy efficiency, or shift to energy sources with 
lower (or no) greenhouse emissions. Intuitively, you sense this is tough. China, for example, builds about 
one coal-fired power plant a week. Now a new report from the International Energy Agency in Paris 
shows all the difficulties (the population, economic growth and energy projections cited above come 
from the report). 
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The IEA report assumes that existing technologies are rapidly improved and deployed. Vehicle fuel 
efficiency increases by 40 percent. In electricity generation, the share for coal (the fuel with the most 
greenhouse gases) shrinks from about 40 percent to about 25 percent -- and much carbon dioxide is 
captured before going into the atmosphere. Little is captured today. Nuclear energy increases. So do 
"renewables" (wind, solar, biomass, geothermal); their share of global electricity output rises from 2 
percent now to about 15 percent. 
Some of these changes seem heroic. They would require tough government regulation, continued 
technological gains and public acceptance of higher fuel prices. Never mind. Having postulated a crash 
energy diet, the IEA simulates five scenarios with differing rates of technological change. In each, 
greenhouse emissions in 2050 are higher than today. The increases vary from 6 percent to 27 percent. 
Since 1800 there's been modest global warming. I'm unqualified to judge between those scientists (the 
majority) who blame man-made greenhouse gases and those (a small minority) who finger natural 
variations in the global weather system. But if the majority are correct, the IEA report indicates we're now 
powerless. We can't end annual greenhouse emissions, and once in the atmosphere, the gases seem to 
linger for decades. So concentration levels rise. They're the villains; they presumably trap the world's 
heat. They're already about 36 percent higher than in 1800. Even with its program, the IEA says another 
45 percent rise may be unavoidable. How much warming this might create is uncertain; so are the 
consequences. 
I draw two conclusions -- one political, one practical. 
No government will adopt the draconian restrictions on economic growth and personal freedom (limits 
on electricity usage, driving and travel) that might curb global warming. Still, politicians want to show 
they're "doing something." The result is grandstanding. Consider the Kyoto Protocol. It allowed 
countries that joined to castigate those that didn't. But it hasn't reduced carbon dioxide emissions (up 
about 25 percent since 1990), and many signatories didn't adopt tough enough policies to hit their 
2008-2012 targets. By some estimates, Europe may overshoot by 15 percent and Japan by 25 percent. 
Ambitious U.S. politicians also practice this self-serving hypocrisy. Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger has a 
global warming program. Gore counts 221 cities that have "ratified" Kyoto. Some pledge to curb their 
greenhouse emissions. None of these programs will reduce global warming. They're public relations 
exercises and -- if they impose costs -- are undesirable. (Note: on national security grounds, I favor taxing 
oil, but the global warming effect would be trivial.) The practical conclusion is that if global warming is a 
potential calamity, the only salvation is new technology. I once received an e-mail from an engineer. 
Thorium, he said. I had never heard of thorium. It is, he argued, a nuclear fuel that is more plentiful and 
safer than uranium without waste disposal problems. It's an exit from the global warming trap. After 
reading many articles, I gave up trying to decide whether he is correct. But his larger point is correct: 
Only an aggressive research and development program might find ways of breaking our dependence on 
fossil fuels or dealing with it. Perhaps some system could purge the atmosphere of surplus greenhouse 
gases? 
The trouble with the global warming debate is that it has become a moral crusade when it's really an 
engineering problem. The inconvenient truth is that if we don't solve the engineering problem, we're 
helpless. 
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Global Warming Simplicities;  
BYLINE: Robert J. Samuelson 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A11  
LENGTH: 857 words 
We in the news business often enlist in moral crusades. Global warming is among the latest. 
Unfortunately, self-righteous indignation can undermine good journalism. A recent Newsweek cover story 
on global warming is a sobering reminder. It's an object lesson on how viewing the world as "good guys vs. 
bad guys" can lead to a vast oversimplification of a messy story. Global warming has clearly occurred; the 
hard question is what to do about it. 
If you missed Newsweek's story, here's the gist. A "well-coordinated, well-funded campaign by contrarian 
scientists, free-market think tanks and industry has created a paralyzing fog of doubt around climate 
change." This "denial machine" has obstructed action against global warming and is still "running at full 
throttle." The story's thrust: Discredit the "denial machine," and the country can start the serious 
business of fighting global warming. The story was a wonderful read, marred only by its being 
fundamentally misleading. 
The global-warming debate's great unmentionable is this: We lack the technology to get from here to 
there. Just because Arnold Schwarzenegger wants to cut emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 
doesn't mean it can happen. At best, we might curb the growth of emissions. 
Consider a 2006 study from the International Energy Agency. Using present policies, it projected that 
emissions of carbon dioxide (a main greenhouse gas) would more than double by 2050; developing 
countries would account for almost 70 percent of the increase. The IEA then simulated an aggressive, 
global program to cut emissions that is based on the best available technologies: more solar, wind and 
biomass energy; more-efficient cars, appliances and buildings; more nuclear energy. Under this admitted 
fantasy, global emissions in 2050 would still slightly exceed 2003 levels. 
Even the fantasy would be a stretch. In the United States, it would take massive regulations, higher energy 
taxes or both. Democracies don't easily adopt painful measures in the present to avert possible future 
problems. Examples abound. Since the 1973 Arab oil embargo, we've been on notice to limit dependence 
on insecure foreign oil. We've done little. In 1973, imports were 35 percent of U.S. oil use; in 2006, they 
95 
 
 
were 60 percent. For decades we've known of the huge retirement costs of baby boomers. Little has been 
done. 
One way or another, our assaults against global warming are likely to be symbolic, ineffective or both. 
But if we succeed in cutting emissions substantially, savings would probably be offset by gains in China 
and elsewhere. The McKinsey Global Institute projects that from 2003 to 2020, the number of vehicles in 
China will rise from 26 million to 120 million, average residential floor space will increase 50 percent and 
energy demand will grow 4.4 percent annually. Even with "best practices" energy efficiency, demand 
would still grow 2.8 percent a year, McKinsey estimates. 
Against these real-world pressures, Newsweek's "denial machine" is a peripheral and highly contrived story. 
Newsweek implied, for example, that Exxon Mobil used a think tank to pay academics to criticize 
global-warming science. Actually, this accusation was discredited long ago, and Newsweek shouldn't 
have lent it respectability. (Exxon Mobil says it knew nothing of the global-warming grant, which 
involved issues of climate modeling. And its 2006 contribution to the think tank, the American 
Enterprise Institute, was small: $240,000 out of a $28 million budget.) 
The alleged cabal's influence does not seem impressive. The mainstream media have generally been 
unsympathetic; they've treated global warming ominously. The first Newsweek cover story in 1988 warned: 
"The Greenhouse Effect. Danger: More Hot Summers Ahead." A Time cover in 2006 was more alarmist: 
"BE WORRIED, BE VERY WORRIED." Nor does public opinion seem much swayed. Although polls can be 
found to illustrate almost anything, the longest-running survey questions show a remarkable consistency. 
In 1989, Gallup found 63 percent of Americans worried "a great deal" or a "fair amount" about global 
warming; in 2007, 65 percent did. 
What to do about global warming is a quandary. Certainly, more research and development. Advances in 
underground storage of carbon dioxide, battery technology (for plug-in hybrid cars), biomass or nuclear 
power could alter energy economics. To cut oil imports, I support a higher gasoline tax -- $1 to $2 a 
gallon, introduced gradually -- and higher fuel-economy standards for vehicles. These steps would also 
temper greenhouse gas emissions. Drilling for more domestic natural gas (a low-emission fuel) would 
make sense. One test of greenhouse proposals: Are they worth doing on other grounds? 
But the overriding reality seems almost un-American: We simply don't have a solution for this problem. 
As we debate it, journalists should resist the temptation to portray global warming as a morality tale -- as 
Newsweek did -- in which 
anyone who questions its gravity or proposed solutions may be ridiculed as a fool, a crank or an industry 
stooge. Dissent is, or should be, the lifeblood of a free society. 
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We have read the science. Global warming is real, and we are a prime cause. 
We have heard the warnings. Unless we act, now, we face serious consequences. Polar ice will melt. Sea 
levels will rise. A third of our plant and animal species could vanish. There will be famine in Africa and 
Central Asia. 
Largely lost in the debate is the good news: We can do something -- more easily, and at far less cost, than 
most of us imagine. 
These are the conclusions of the latest report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the 
scientific body that recently shared the Nobel Peace Prize. It is sobering reading. But let's remember its 
optimistic bottom line as world leaders gather in Bali this week, seeking an agreement on climate change 
that all nations can embrace. 
We do not yet know what such an accord might look like. Should it urge governments to tax greenhouse 
gas emissions or endorse a global carbon-trading system? Should it provide mechanisms for preventing 
deforestation, accounting for 20 percent of carbon dioxide emissions, or help less developed nations 
adapt to the inevitable effects of global warming? 
The answer, of course, is some variation on all these things -- and much, much more. But at Bali, the goal is 
simpler and more immediate. We must set an agenda -- create a road map to a better future, coupled 
with a timeline that produces a deal by 2009. 
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In this, it helps to have a vision of how the future might look if we succeed. That is not merely a cleaner, 
healthier, more secure world for all. Handled correctly, our fight against global warming could set the 
stage for an eco-friendly transformation of the global economy -- one that spurs growth and 
development rather than crimps it, as many nations fear. 
We have witnessed three economic transformations in the past century. First came the Industrial 
Revolution, then the technology revolution, then our modern era of globalization. We stand at the 
threshold of another great change: the age of green economics. 
The evidence is all about us, often in unexpected places. Visiting South America recently, I saw how Brazil 
has become one of the biggest players in green economics, drawing some 44 percent of its energy needs 
from renewable fuels. The world average is 13 percent. In Europe: 6.1 percent. 
Much is made of the fact that China is poised to surpass the United States as the world's largest emitter of 
greenhouse gases. Less well known, however, are its more recent efforts to confront grave 
environmental problems. China is on track to invest $10 billion in renewable energy this year, second 
only to Germany. It has become a world leader in solar and wind power. At a recent summit of East Asian 
leaders, Premier Wen Jiabao pledged to reduce energy consumption (per unit of gross domestic 
product) by 20 percent over five years -- not far removed, in spirit, from Europe's commitment to a 20 
percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020. 
This is the way of the future. Some estimates show that growth in global energy demand could be cut in 
half over the next 15 years simply by deploying existing technologies yielding a return on investment of 
10 percent or more. The IPCC report lays out the very practical ways, from tougher standards for air 
conditioners and refrigerators to improved efficiency in industry, building and transport. It estimates that 
overcoming serious climate change may cost as little as 0.1 percent of global GDP a year over the next 
three decades. 
Growth need not suffer and, in fact, may accelerate. Research by the University of California at Berkeley 
indicates that the United States could create 300,000 jobs if 20 percent of electricity needs were met by 
renewables. A leading Munich consulting firm predicts that more people will be employed in Germany's 
enviro-technology industry than in the auto industry by the end of the next decade. The U.N. 
Environment Program estimates that global investment in zero-greenhouse energy will reach $1.9 
trillion by 2020 -- seed money for a wholesale reconfiguration of global industry. 
Already, businesses in many parts of the world are demanding clear public policies on climate change, 
regardless of what form they might take -- regulation, emissions caps, efficiency guidelines. The reason is 
obvious. Business needs ground rules. Helping to create them is very much the role of the United Nations. 
Our job, in Bali and beyond, is to shape this nascent global transformation -- to open the door to the age 
of green economics and green development. What's missing is a global framework within which we, the 
world's peoples, can coordinate our efforts to fight climate change. 
The scientists have done their job. Now it's up to the politicians. Bali is a test of their leadership.  
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For Americans, 2008 is an important election year. But for much of the world, it is likely to be seen as the 
year that China moved to center stage, with the Olympics serving as the country's long-awaited coming-
out party. 
The much-heralded advent of China as a global power is no longer a forecast. In 2007, China 
contributed more to global growth than the United States, the first time another country had done so 
since at least the 1930s. As a consumer it has eclipsed the United States in four of the five basic food, 
energy and industrial commodities. And a few months ago China surpassed the United States to 
become the world's leading emitter of carbon dioxide. Whether it's trade, global warming, Darfur or 
North Korea, China has become the new X factor, without which no durable solution is possible. 
Lawrence Summers recently pointed out that during the Industrial Revolution the average European's 
living standards rose about 50 percent over the course of his lifetime (then about 40 years). In Asia, 
principally China, Summers calculates, the average person's living standards are set to rise 10,000 
percent in one lifetime. The scale and pace of growth in China has been staggering, unprecedented -- and 
it has produced equally staggering change. In two decades, China has experienced the same degree of 
industrialization, urbanization and social transformation as Europe did in two centuries. 
So far, Beijing has managed to balance economic growth and social stability in a highly fluid environment. 
The regime remains a dictatorship but has expanded personal liberty in ways that would be recognizable to 
John Locke or Thomas Jefferson. People in China can work, travel, own property and increasingly worship 
as they please. This is not enough, but it is not insignificant, either. 
But whether this forward movement -- economic and political -- will continue has become the crucial 
question. It is being asked not just in the West but in China, and for practical reasons. The regime's main 
problem is not that it's incurably evil but that it is losing control over its own country. Growth has 
empowered localities and regions to the point that decentralization is now the defining reality of Chinese 
life. Central tax collection is lower than in most countries, a key indicator of Beijing's weakness. On 
almost every issue -- slowing lending, curbing greenhouse-gas emissions -- the central government issues 
100 
 
 
edicts that are ignored by the provinces. As China moves up the value chain, so the gap between rich 
and poor grows dramatically. Large sectors of the economy and society are simply outside the grip of the 
Communist Party, which has become an elite technocracy, sitting above the 1.3 billion people it leads. 
Political reform is part of the solution. China needs a more open, accountable and responsive form of 
government, one that can exercise control in what has become a more chaotic and empowered society. 
What such reform would look like remains uncertain, but it is being debated within the most senior levels 
of the regime. 
China's sense of its own fragility casts a shadow over its foreign policy. It is the first world power in 
modern history to be at once rich (in aggregate terms) and poor (in per capita terms). It still sees itself 
as a developing country, with hundreds of millions of peasants to worry about. It views many of the 
issues on which it is pressed -- global warming, human rights -- as rich-country problems. (When it comes to 
pushing regimes to open up, Beijing also worries about the implications for its own undemocratic structure.) 
But this is also changing, albeit slowly. From North Korea to Darfur to Iran, China has been showing that it 
wants to be a responsible "stakeholder" in the international system. 
In the journal Foreign Affairs, Princeton's John Ikenberry points out that the current world order is 
extremely conducive to China's peaceful rise. That order, he argues, is integrated, rule-based, with wide 
and deep foundations -- and there are massive economic benefits for China to work within this system. 
Meanwhile, nuclear weapons make it suicidal to risk a great-power war. "Today's Western order, in 
short, is hard to overturn and easy to join," writes Ikenberry. 
But while the conditions exist for peace and cooperation, there are also many factors pointing in the other 
direction. As China grows stronger, it grows in pride and nationalist feeling -- which will be on full display 
at the Summer Games. Beijing's mandarin class is convinced that the United States wishes it ill. 
Washington, meanwhile, sitting atop a unipolar order, is unused to sharing power or accommodating 
another great power's interests. Flashpoints such as human rights, Taiwan or some unforeseen incident 
could spiral badly in an atmosphere of mistrust and with domestic constituencies -- on both sides -- eager 
to sound tough. This will be the year of China. It should also be the year we craft a serious long-term 
China policy. 
The writer is editor of Newsweek International and co-host of PostGlobal, an online discussion of 
international issues. His e-mail address is comments@fareedzakaria.com 
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The cancellation of a clean-coal project shows there's no silver bullet for 
climate change. 
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PRESIDENT BUSH announced in 2004 and then continually promoted a public-private venture he hoped 
would usher in an era of clean coal and be a cornerstone of U.S. efforts to address global warming. The 
FutureGen plant would have created electricity by stripping coal of harmful carbon dioxide and pumping 
the gas underground. The result would be power generation with zero greenhouse gas emissions. In 
December, Mattoon, Ill., was selected as the site for the coal plant. And then, on Jan. 30, Energy 
Secretary Samuel W. Bodman pulled the plug. 
Mr. Bodman's reason for ending the project -- cost overruns -- has been greeted with derision and 
disbelief, particularly by members of the Illinois congressional delegation. Who can blame them? Just 
when you start to believe Mr. Bush might be serious about addressing climate change, a decision is made 
that reminds you of the chasm between his words and his deeds. But in the case of FutureGen, the 
administration might be right. 
The initial estimate for FutureGen, which teamed the Energy Department with 13 utilities and coal 
companies, was pegged at $1 billion. Yet skyrocketing prices for steel, concrete and other materials 
nearly doubled the cost of the project. The private partners were going to share in the financing. But after 
five years of cheerleading by the president and the Energy Department, Mr. Bodman opted to forgo 
funding for one megaproject in favor of assisting several groups across the country that are already 
working with carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) technology. This approach is backed by a 
noteworthy 2007 study from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology that called for three "at-scale 
CCS projects" in this country and 10 worldwide. More important, because there is a lot of development 
activity in this country and abroad, the report urged, "It is critical that the government RD&D [research, 
development and demonstration] program not fall into the trap of picking a technology 'winner.'" 
Sen. Richard J. Durbin (D-Ill.), who is calling on Mr. Bush to review the FutureGen decision, is upset with the way 
the administration handled the matter. He bemoans all the hoops that four communities in Illinois and 
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Texas jumped through, and the money they spent, to be considered as the site for the clean-coal plant, 
which was billed as essential to the U.S. response to climate change. But this experience also highlights 
something that isn't much discussed and needs to be: There is no cheap and easy way to solve the 
menace of global warming. The solutions are varied and prohibitively expensive (right now), and they 
will take years, if not decades, to prove they can work on a commercial scale. 
The United States, China and India, among the world's largest greenhouse gas emitters, sit on huge 
reserves of coal that will be used to feed their economies' growing energy demands. Finding ways to do that 
without adding to the buildup of greenhouse gases and sharing that technology widely is imperative. As 
noble as FutureGen was, putting so much hope in just one project was not the way to go about it. 
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"Understand that what's lacking right now is not good ideas," Barack Obama declared in Thursday's 
debate. "The problem we have is that Washington has become a place where good ideas go to die." The 
audience applauded heartily, and Obama's lines boomed out of my radio at breakfast the next morning. But 
the truth is that, on some of the big issues facing the next president, good ideas are actually quite scarce. 
Just take a look at climate change. 
A couple of years back, ethanol was touted as a good answer to global warming. Venture capitalists 
poured cash into the concept of powering vehicles with crops from the Midwest rather than oil from the 
Middle East, and farmers were delighted. But a new article in the journal Science demonstrates that the 
ethanol craze is premised on an accounting error. If you grow crops to turn into biofuel, you are using 
land; somewhere in the world, forest or grassland will probably be plowed to make up for the acreage 
taken out of food production. If you account for the greenhouse gases released by that plowing, fueling 
cars with corn-based ethanol almost doubles greenhouse gas emissions for every mile driven, according to 
Timothy Searchinger, the lead author of the Science article. Ethanol made from switch grass would boost 
emissions 50 percent, assuming the grass was planted on good cropland. 
Then there is carbon trading with developing countries. The system developed under the Kyoto Protocol 
allows companies in the rich world to pay companies in the poor world to reduce emissions. This sounds 
like another smart idea: Emissions can be cut cheaply in developing countries, so we get to reach our 
climate goal without too steep a financial penalty. But emissions trading with developing countries has been 
a bust. China has deliberately designed factories to release prodigious quantities of greenhouse gases, 
then pocketed billions for redesigning them. 
So two apparently excellent climate-change ideas have been rudely pierced. Biofuels not only fail to reduce 
global warming but they also consume billions in taxpayer subsidies. To the extent that they take land from 
farming rather than forestry or pasture, they push up the cost of food, hurting the poor. Meanwhile, 
emissions trading with poor countries has poured billions into the coffers of the Chinese state, which is 
already sitting on $1.5 trillion in foreign exchange reserves and hardly needs the money. 
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If these policies don't work, perhaps there are plenty of other good ideas with which to replace them? 
Like John McCain and Hillary Clinton, Obama favors a cap-and-trade regime. This is indeed a good idea, 
and the candidates are right to back it. But a cap-and-trade system is not the silver bullet that 
advocates sometimes imply. The same is unfortunately true for that other popular cure-all, a carbon 
tax. 
Consider these policies' effects on the construction industry. Let's say a green design, which minimizes 
the use of climate-warming materials such as steel and cement, boosts the cost of building a home from 
$300,000 to $320,000. A $21,000 tax on the extra carbon released in making the standard home might 
induce people to build the green one. The same goes for a cap-and-trade regime in which the permit to 
release the extra carbon costs $21,000. But this price mechanism doesn't work if you can import the 
cement and steel from countries in which carbon isn't taxed or capped. 
For the near future, this import loophole will be large, because there's no way that most countries will 
sign on to a unified tax or cap-and-trade regime. In the absence of international harmonization, cap-
and-trade will work well in non-tradable sectors such as transportation. But it won't work so well with 
tradable goods, and it will push what remains of carbon-intensive U.S. manufacturing to other countries. 
Given Obama's threats to withhold tax breaks from firms that shift American jobs abroad, he must admit 
this is a quandary. 
So it just isn't true that we have all the good ideas we need -- at least not on climate change. And it's 
peculiar that Obama, the brainiac Harvard grad, should dismiss the importance of fresh thinking this way: 
He is an intellectual, he is beloved by intellectuals, and yet he poses as an anti-intellectual. If he locks up the 
Democratic nomination and faces off against a brave old airman with little interest in domestic policy, he 
will want to encourage a debate about ideas. He has the skills to win it. 
As it happens, a publication called Democracy: A Journal of Ideas has a neat climate proposal in its next 
issue. Instead of charging drivers for car insurance at a fixed rate, why not link the insurance cost to the 
number of miles driven? That would create a new incentive to drive less, cutting carbon dioxide 
emissions by around 130 million tons per year, according to author Jason Bordoff. Obama should be 
celebrating this sort of creative thought, not pretending that we have enough of it already. 
smallaby@cfr.org 
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The Obama administration and congressional Democrats have proposed a major cap-and-trade 
system aimed at reducing carbon dioxide emissions. Scientists agree that CO2 emissions around the 
world could lead to rising temperatures with serious long-term environmental consequences. But that is 
not a reason to enact a U.S. cap-and-trade system until there is a global agreement on CO2 reduction. The 
proposed legislation would have a trivially small effect on global warming while imposing substantial 
costs on all American households. And to get political support in key states, the legislation would 
abandon the auctioning of permits in favor of giving permits to selected corporations. 
The leading legislative proposal, the Waxman-Markey bill that was recently passed out of the House 
Energy and Commerce Committee, would reduce allowable CO2 emissions to 83 percent of the 2005 level 
by 2020, then gradually decrease the amount further. Under the cap-and-trade system, the federal 
government would limit the total volume of CO2 that U.S. companies can emit each year and would 
issue permits that companies would be required to have for each ton of CO2 emitted. Once issued, 
these permits would be tradable and could be bought and sold, establishing a market price reflecting the 
targeted CO2 reduction, with a tougher CO2 standard and fewer available permits leading to higher prices. 
Companies would buy permits from each other as long as it is cheaper to do that than to make the 
technological changes needed to eliminate an equivalent amount of CO2 emissions. Companies would 
also pass along the cost of the permits in their prices, pushing up the relative price of CO2-intensive 
goods and services such as gasoline, electricity and a range of industrial products. Consumers would 
respond by cutting back on consumption of CO2-intensive products in favor of other goods and services. 
This pass-through of the permit cost in higher consumer prices is the primary way the cap-and-trade 
system would reduce the production of CO2 in the United States. 
The Congressional Budget Office recently estimated that the resulting increases in consumer prices 
needed to achieve a 15 percent CO2 reduction -- slightly less than the Waxman-Markey target -- would 
raise the cost of living of a typical household by $1,600 a year. Some expert studies estimate that the cost 
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to households could be substantially higher. The future cost to the typical household would rise 
significantly as the government reduces the total allowable amount of CO2. 
Americans should ask themselves whether this annual tax of $1,600-plus per family is justified by the 
very small resulting decline in global CO2. Since the U.S. share of global CO2 production is now less than 
25 percent (and is projected to decline as China and other developing nations grow), a 15 percent fall in 
U.S. CO2 output would lower global CO2 output by less than 4 percent. Its impact on global warming 
would be virtually unnoticeable. The U.S. should wait until there is a global agreement on CO2 that 
includes China and India before committing to costly reductions in the United States. 
The CBO estimates that the sale of the permits for a 15 percent CO2 reduction would raise revenue of 
about $80 billion a year over the next decade. It is remarkable, then, that the Waxman-Markey bill 
would give away some 85 percent of the permits over the next 20 years to various businesses instead of 
selling them at auction. The price of the permits and the burden to households would be the same whether 
the permits are sold or given away. But by giving them away the government would not collect the revenue 
that could, at least in principle, be used to offset some of the higher cost to households. 
The Waxman-Markey bill would give away 30 percent of the permits to local electricity distribution 
companies with the expectation that their regulators would require those firms to pass the benefit on to 
their customers. If they do this by not raising prices, there would be less CO2 reduction through lower 
electricity consumption. The permit price would then have to be higher to achieve more CO2 reduction 
on all other products. Some electricity consumers would benefit, but the cost to all other American 
families would be higher. 
In my judgment, the proposed cap-and-trade system would be a costly policy that would penalize 
Americans with little effect on global warming. The proposal to give away most of the permits only makes a 
bad idea worse. Taxpayers and legislators should keep these things in mind before enacting any cap-and-
trade system. 
Martin Feldstein, a professor of economics at Harvard University and president emeritus of the nonprofit 
National Bureau of Economic Research, was chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers from 1982 to 
1984. 
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Unfortunately, China's president had to dash home to suppress ethnic riots. Had he stayed in Italy at the 
recent Group of Eight summit, he could have continued the Herculean task of disabusing Barack Obama 
of his amazingly durable belief, shared by the U.S. Congress, that China -- and India, Brazil, Mexico and 
other developing nations -- will sacrifice their modernization on the altar of climate change. China has 
a more pressing agenda, and not even suppressing riots tops the list. 
China made this clear in June, when its vice premier said, opaquely, that China will "actively" participate 
in climate change talks on a basis of "common but differentiated responsibility." The meaning of that 
was made clear three days later, at a climate change conference in Bonn, where a Chinese spokesman 
reiterated that his country's priority is economic growth: "Given that, it is natural for China to have 
some increase in its emissions, so it is not possible for China in that context to accept a binding or 
compulsory target." That was redundant: In January, China announced that its continuing reliance on coal 
as its primary source of energy will require increasing coal production 30 percent in the next six years. 
In Bonn, even thoroughly developed Japan promised only a 2 percent increase of its emission-reduction 
obligations under the 1997 Kyoto agreement. Japan's decision left Yvo de Boer, the slow learner who is the 
U.N.'s climate change czar, nonplussed: "For the first time in my two and a half years in this job, I don't 
know what to say." 
Others did. They said: On to Italy! The Financial Times reported, "Officials are now pinning their hopes" on 
the G-8 summit. 
Which has come and gone, the eight having vowed to cut emissions of greenhouse gases 80 percent by 
2050, which is 41 years distant. As is 1968, which seems as remote as the Punic Wars, considering that 
more than half of all living Americans were born after 1966. If you do not want to do anything today, 
promise to do everything tomorrow, which is always a day away. 
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Still, sternly declaring that they will brook no nonsense from nature, the eight made a commitment -- 
but a nonbinding one -- that Earth's temperature shall not rise by more than 3.6 degrees Fahrenheit over 
"preindustrial levels." That is the goal. Details to follow. Tomorrow. 
Explaining such lethargy in the face of a supposed emergency, the G-8's host, Italy's Prime Minister Silvio 
Berlusconi, said the eight should not burden themselves as long as "5 billion people continue to behave 
as they have always behaved." Actually, the problem, for people who think it is a problem, is that the 5 
billion in the developing world are behaving in a new way. After centuries of exclusion from economic 
growth, they are enjoying it, which is tiresome to would-be climate fixers in already prosperous nations. 
The fixers say: On to Copenhagen! There, in December, the moveable feast of climate confabulations will 
continue. By which time China, at its current pace, probably will have brought on line 14 more coal-fired 
generating plants, each of them capable of providing all the electricity needed for a city the size of San 
Diego. And last Sunday, India told visiting Secretary of State Hillary Clinton that there is "no case" for U.S. 
pressure on India to reduce carbon emissions. 
The costs of weaning the U.S. economy off much of its reliance on carbon are uncertain, but certainly 
large. The climatic benefits of doing so are uncertain but, given the behavior of those pesky 5 billion, 
almost certainly small, perhaps minuscule, even immeasurable. Fortunately, skepticism about the evidence 
that supposedly supports current alarmism about climate change is growing, as is evidence that, whatever 
the truth about the problem turns out to be, U.S. actions cannot be significantly ameliorative. 
When New York Times columnist Tom Friedman called upon "young Americans" to "get a million people 
on the Washington Mall calling for a price on carbon," another columnist, Mark Steyn, responded: "If 
you're 29, there has been no global warming for your entire adult life. If you're graduating high school, 
there has been no global warming since you entered first grade." 
Which could explain why the Mall does not reverberate with youthful clamors about carbon. And why, 
regarding climate change, the U.S. government, rushing to impose unilateral cap-and-trade burdens on the 
sagging U.S. economy, looks increasingly like someone who bought a closetful of platform shoes and 
bell-bottom slacks just as disco was dying. 
georgewill@washpost.com  
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In speech after rousing speech at the United Nations summit on global warming last week, politicians 
emphasized the need to protect the world's most vulnerable, who will be hit hardest by climate change. 
The rhetoric did little to disguise an awful truth: If we continue on our current path, we are likely to harm 
the world's poorest much more than we help them. 
Urged on by environmental activists, many politicians are vowing to make carbon cuts designed to keep 
expected temperature rises under 3.6 degrees (2.0 Celsius). Yet it is nearly impossible for these promises 
to be fulfilled. 
Japan's commitment in June to cut greenhouse gas levels 8 percent from its 1990 levels by 2020 was 
scoffed at for being far too little. Yet for Japan -- which has led the world in improving energy efficiency -- 
to have any hope of reaching its target, it needs to build nine new nuclear power plants and increase their 
use by one-third, construct more than 1 million new wind-turbines, install solar panels on nearly 3 million 
homes, double the percentage of new homes that meet rigorous insulation standards, and increase sales of 
"green" vehicles from 4 percent to 50 percent of its auto purchases. 
Japan's new prime minister was roundly lauded this month for promising a much stronger reduction, 25 
percent, even though there is no obvious way to deliver on his promise. Expecting Japan, or any other 
nation, to achieve such far-fetched cuts is simply delusional. 
Imagine for a moment that the fantasists win the day and that at the climate conference in Copenhagen 
in December every nation commits to reductions even larger than Japan's, designed to keep temperature 
increases under 2 degrees Celsius. The result will be a global price tag of $46 trillion in 2100, to avoid 
expected climate damage costing just $1.1trillion, according to climate economist Richard Tol, a 
contributor to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change whose cost findings were commissioned 
by the Copenhagen Consensus Center and are to be published by Cambridge University Press next year. 
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That phenomenal cost, calculated by all the main economic models, assumes that politicians across the 
globe will make the most effective, efficient choices. In the real world, where policies have many other 
objectives and legislation is easily filled with pork and payoffs, the deal easily gets worse. 
Yet the real tragedy is that, by exaggerating the threat of global warming, we have awoken the beast of 
protectionism. There are always forces in society that demand that politicians create more barriers to 
trade because they cannot compete on an even, fair playing field. Global warming has given them a 
much stronger voice. 
Already, politicians are responding -- and using the fear of global warming to create "green fences" 
against free trade. The U.S. House has passed the Waxman-Markey climate change bill with clear 
provisions to impose new trade tariffs on countries that don't agree to emission reductions. Eyes are on 
the Senate, where John Kerry sees these as "sanctions" against "renegade countries." 
French President Nicolas Sarkozy has repeatedly called for a Europe-wide tax on imports from nations 
whose global warming efforts do not measure up to Europe's. German Chancellor Angela Merkel 
recently backed the idea. 
There is a real and growing prospect of an all-out trade war being waged in the name of climate change. 
The struggle to generate international agreement on a carbon deal has created a desire to punish "free 
riders" who do not sign on to stringent carbon emission reduction targets. But the greater goals seem to 
be to barricade imports from China and India, to tax companies that outsource, and to go for short-term 
political benefits, destroying free trade. 
This is a massive mistake. Economic models show that the global benefits of even slightly freer trade are 
in the order of $50 trillion -- 50 times more than we could achieve, in the best of circumstances, with 
carbon cuts. If trade becomes less free, we could easily lose $50 trillion -- or much more if we really 
bungle things. Poor nations -- the very countries that will experience the worst of climate damage -- 
would suffer most. 
In other words: In our eagerness to avoid about $1 trillion worth of climate damage, we are being asked 
to spend at least 50 times as much -- and, if we hinder free trade, we are likely to heap at least an 
additional $50 trillion loss on the global economy. 
Today, coal accounts for almost half of the planet's electricity supply, including half the power consumed in 
the United States. It keeps hospitals and core infrastructure running, provides warmth and light in winter, and 
makes lifesaving air conditioning available in summer. In China and India, where coal accounts for more 
than 80 percent of power generation, it has helped to lift hundreds of millions of people out of poverty. 
There is no doubt that coal is causing environmental damage that we need to stop. But a clumsy, radical 
halt to our coal use -- which is what promises of drastic carbon cuts actually require -- would mean 
depriving billions of people of a path to prosperity. 
To put it bluntly: Despite their good intentions, the activists, lobbyists and politicians making a last-
ditch push for hugely expensive carbon-cut promises could easily end up doing hundreds of times more 
damage to the planet than coal ever could. 
Bjorn Lomborg is director of the Copenhagen Consensus Center and the author of "Cool It: The Skeptical 
Environmentalist's Guide to Global Warming." 
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With 20,000 delegates, advocates and journalists jetting to Copenhagen for planet Earth's last chance, 
the carbon footprint of the global warming summit will be the only impressive consequence of the 
climate-change meeting. Its organizers had hoped that it would produce binding caps on emissions, global 
taxation to redistribute trillions of dollars, and micromanagement of everyone's choices. 
China, nimble at the politics of pretending that is characteristic of climate-change theater, promises only to 
reduce its "carbon intensity" -- carbon emissions per unit of production. So China's emissions will rise. 
Barack Obama, understanding the histrionics required in climate-change debates, promises that U.S. 
emissions in 2050 will be 83 percent below 2005 levels. If so, 2050 emissions will equal those in 1910, 
when there were 92 million Americans. But there will be 420 million Americans in 2050, so Obama's 
promise means that per capita emissions then will be about what they were in 1875. That. Will. Not. 
Happen. 
Disclosure of e-mails and documents from the Climate Research Unit (CRU) in Britain -- a collaborator with the 
U.N.'s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change -- reveals some scientists' willingness to suppress or 
massage data and rig the peer-review process and the publication of scholarly work. The CRU materials 
also reveal paranoia on the part of scientists who believe that in trying to engineer "consensus" and alarm 
about warming, they are a brave and embattled minority. Actually, never in peacetime history has the 
government-media-academic complex been in such sustained propagandistic lockstep about any subject. 
The Post learns an odd lesson from the CRU materials: "Climate scientists should not let themselves be goaded 
by the irresponsibility of the deniers into overstating the certainties of complex science or, worse, 
censoring discussion of them." These scientists overstated and censored because they were "goaded" by 
skepticism? 
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Were their science as unassailable as they insist it is, and were the consensus as broad as they say it is, 
and were they as brave as they claim to be, they would not be "goaded" into intellectual corruption. Nor 
would they meretriciously bandy the word "deniers" to disparage skepticism that shocks communicants 
in the faith-based global warming community. 
Skeptics about the shrill certitudes concerning catastrophic man-made warming are skeptical because 
climate change is constant: From millennia before the Medieval Warm Period (800 to 1300), through the 
Little Ice Age (1500 to 1850), and for millennia hence, climate change is always a 100 percent certainty. 
Skeptics doubt that the scientists' models, which cannot explain the present, infallibly map the distant 
future. 
The Financial Times' peculiar response to the CRU materials is: The scientific case for alarm about global 
warming "is growing more rather than less compelling." If so, then could anything make the case less 
compelling? A CRU e-mail says: "The fact is that we can't account for the lack of warming at the 
moment" -- this "moment" is in its second decade -- "and it is a travesty that we can't." 
The travesty is the intellectual arrogance of the authors of climate-change models partially based on the 
problematic practice of reconstructing long-term prior climate changes. On such models we are 
supposed to wager trillions of dollars -- and substantially diminished freedom. 
Some climate scientists compound their delusions of intellectual adequacy with messiah complexes. 
They seem to suppose themselves a small clerisy entrusted with the most urgent truth ever discovered. On 
it, and hence on them, the planet's fate depends. So some of them consider it virtuous to embroider 
facts, exaggerate certitudes, suppress inconvenient data, and manipulate the peer-review process to 
suppress scholarly dissent and, above all, to declare that the debate is over. 
Consider the sociology of science, the push and pull of interests, incentives, appetites and passions. 
Governments' attempts to manipulate Earth's temperature now comprise one of the world's largest 
industries. Tens of billions of dollars are being dispensed, as by the U.S. Energy Department, which has 
suddenly become, in effect, a huge venture capital operation, speculating in green technologies. Political, 
commercial, academic and journalistic prestige and advancement can be contingent on not disrupting 
the (postulated) consensus that is propelling the gigantic and fabulously lucrative industry of combating 
global warming. 
Copenhagen is the culmination of the post-Kyoto maneuvering by people determined to fix the world's 
climate by breaking the world's -- especially America's -- population to the saddle of ever-more-minute 
supervision by governments. But Copenhagen also is prologue for the 2010 climate change summit in 
Mexico City, which will be planet Earth's last chance, until the next one. 
georgewill@washpost.com 
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                  The Washington Post 
                   December 17, 2009 Thursday 
              Regional Edition 
Rotting in Denmark?; 
World leaders remain far from a deal in Copenhagen. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A32  
LENGTH: 463 words 
THE COPENHAGEN climate conference set to wrap up Friday was supposed to produce a landmark accord on 
climate change. It won't. Hopes for a binding treaty died weeks before the meeting. And with some 
observers terming the proceedings "Constipagen," it's all too easy to wonder whether the conferees will 
even be able to conclude a less ambitious political agreement. Negotiators have gone in procedural circles 
for nearly two weeks, and, on some issues, consensus looks even more distant than before. With heads of 
state arriving as you read this editorial, what can the conference produce in its final stage? 
The big fissures generally lie between rich and poor. Developing nations variously want rich countries to 
commit to emissions cuts on the order of 25 to 40 percent of 1990 levels by 2020; to provide at least $100 
billion a year by 2020 to help poorer countries adapt to climate change, curb deforestation and 
decrease the carbon intensity of their development; and to preserve the Kyoto Protocol, as of now the 
only binding treaty on climate change, even though it obliges neither the United States nor China -- nor, 
for that matter, any developing nation -- to curb greenhouse pollution. 
Developed countries appear ready to provide about $10 billion annually for the next few years to help 
poor nations adapt to climate change, among other things. But they shouldn't commit to much more 
without some critical concessions, particularly from the big emitters that will account for so much future 
emissions growth, notably China. Such developing nations should not be expected to deliver the same 
reduction in emissions as rich nations do, but the promises they do make should be just as binding. They, 
along with industrialized nations, must be required to report their emissions and be subject to robust 
international monitoring and verification. That also goes for those countries participating in any 
international anti-deforestation scheme. Otherwise, the system will be far too easy to game. 
These concessions are necessary not only on logical grounds. They are essential for the United States to 
even come close to meeting one of the developing world's primary demands: That it cut its emissions 
significantly by 2020. Global-warming legislation doesn't have a chance in the Senate unless President Obama 
comes home with believable commitments from China, India and others. 
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Extracting them might mean an agreement in Copenhagen that includes some concrete progress on issues 
such as deforestation, short-term aid and emissions reduction promises, along with a lot of bracketed, 
provisional text to be debated in future meetings. That would be a better outcome than agreeing to a 
system that fails to hold countries accountable, and therefore cannot be sustained over time. 
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                      The Washington Post 
                      December 20, 2009 Sunday 
                Regional Edition 
One cheer for Copenhagen; 
An agreement makes some -- if not enough -- headway. Cue the U.S. 
Senate. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A24  
LENGTH: 505 words 
LATE FRIDAY at the Copenhagen climate conference, cheers erupted when word came that President 
Obama had struck a deal with Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao. But privately, some climate activists scratched 
their heads. What, exactly, were people cheering? 
The agreement emerging from the talks isn't bold. It will include greenhouse gas mitigation targets for 
developed and major developing countries, which had been announced before the conference. It noted 
developed countries' pledge of $100 billion annually by 2020 to assist developing countries, and it 
prioritizes funding for those most in need. In return, major developing countries agreed -- generally -- to a 
regime of reporting and verification of their emissions goals. 
Many of the details, particularly on the transparency provisions, still need to be set. Developing 
countries agreed that any project supported with outside aid should be subject to international 
measurement, reporting and verification -- an important step. Countries such as China, however, will 
domestically fund many of their efforts, so at least as important are rules on the reporting of those 
carbon-curbing programs. The agreement states that they, along with aggregate national carbon 
inventories, will be domestically monitored but internationally reported on a set schedule, after which 
some kind of international review would follow. The establishment of this principle represents 
movement on China's part, though its impact will depend on future agreements, which must ensure 
that review is truly independent. Even then, these measures are weaker than those applied to developed 
countries. That disparity will have to change before funding really ramps up or before any international 
carbon market starts to operate on a large scale. 
Some of the targets included, meanwhile, aren't adequate. A U.N. report leaked last week concluded 
that, taken together, pledged emissions cuts would almost certainly allow for warming far beyond 2 
degrees Celsius, the threshold beyond which scientists say global warming could be disastrous. 
Governments must do better. 
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Then there is the obstructionism of a handful of countries such as Venezuela and Sudan, which prevented 
the agreement's formal adoption, a problem the U.N. negotiating structure may well have to work around 
again in the future. 
Still, this outcome, however imperfect, should prod the U.S. Senate to take up climate-change 
legislation. Even if China hadn't moved, reducing America's dependence on foreign sources of energy and 
tackling domestic pollution are strong enough reasons to pass a bill. Vigorous debate should commence. 
Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) and Lindsey O. Graham (R-S.C.) have 
released a framework for legislation similar to a cap-and-trade bill the House passed, which requires a 
lot of fixing. Sens. Susan Collins (R-Maine) and Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.) have their own, much simpler 
bill that would rebate carbon auction revenue directly to taxpayers. It is appealing, and it warrants 
attention, too. 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
December 15, 1997, Monday 
Cooling Warming 
SECTION: EDITORIALS; Pg. 16  
LENGTH: 536 words 
'Cool It!" We offer, at no charge, this two-word new year's resolution to be scribbled on the mirrors of 
debaters preparing to gore each other on global warming. 
Early next year Americans are in for a bombardment of opinion-molding on the deal struck last week in 
Kyoto. The temptation will be strong for treaty backers to scare Floridians with visions of imminent 
submersion and Iowans with tales of fried cornfields. The temptation will be equally strong for industry 
spokespersons to frighten consumers with scenarios of sky-high prices, frigid homes, and worse-than-
Yugo cars at Beemer prices. And, of course, for labor leaders to galvanize workers with tales of closed 
plants and lost jobs. 
Most of this is either premature, exaggeration, or nonsense. So, if the debaters can't manage to cool it, 
the public ought to - and probably will. We need a sensible debate on how to go about advancing the 
doable on improved energy efficiency and curbed emissions. 
First in line to take the "cool it" pledge will be President Clinton, Vice President Gore, and GOP leaders of 
Congress. The former have hinted at a strategy of painting congressional obstruction of the greenhouse 
gas deal as Trent Lott and Newt Gingrich subjecting voters to storm and flood in order to defend the status 
quo for big business. Voters is the key word in the previous sentence, since the main Clinton/Gore tactic for 
eventual US ratification of the Kyoto protocol is either (1) public pressure changing congressional minds 
or (2) voters changing control of Congress. 
GOP leaders (and, for different reasons, Democrat minority leader Dick Gephardt) want to maintain the 
bipartisan unanimity shown in the vote not to accept a warming treaty unless developing nations do their 
share of cutting back greenhouse gas emissions. And union ad budgets are likely to include funds to 
support that point. That's why Al Gore tried to preempt this argument before the Kyoto ink was dry - 
even though his team had signed the deal giving developing nations, notably China and India, a pass. 
All right. If the debaters restrain themselves, what should America be doing? 
1. Congress ought to consider with open mind proposals to provide tax incentives for industries 
carrying out research on new manufacturing processes and new products that improve fuel efficiency, 
reduce emissions, or provide alternative energy solutions. Much is already under way. More is needed. 
2. The administration should continue attempts to woo major developing nations to do their proportionate 
part. Tens of millions of next century vehicles in China need to be low-emission - for China's sake as well 
as the world's. 
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3. Congress and White House (aided by environmentalists and business) should see that the fruits of R&D 
from US universities and industries reach other nations with minimum bureaucratic delay. That means 
exempting that knowledge and technology from future trade battles. 
4. While climatologists move cautiously toward better understanding, the other actors have plenty to 
do that is sensible in its own right. Let's keep rhetorical heat out of that process. 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
November 4, 1998, Wednesday 
Hot Air and Climate Change 
SECTION: EDITORIALS; Pg. 12  
LENGTH: 366 words 
The globe may be warming, but a decided chill is in the air at the United Nations climate conference this 
week in Buenos Aires. The meeting aims to work on implementation of last year's Kyoto accord. 
That agreement calls for industrialized nations to reduce their greenhouse-gas emissions to 5 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2012. But it faces a host of roadblocks. 
First, it asks for economic sacrifice by the United States and other developed countries while excluding 
such key developing countries as China, India, and Brazil. These nations' greenhouse emissions will soon 
rival, indeed exceed, those of the long-industrialized nations. It won't work. 
Second, scientists are still seeking confirmation that industrial emissions cause global warming. The Earth 
has gone through radical temperature shifts before; human activity contributed to none of them. The 
climate is warming. Carbon dioxide volume is up. But the best argument for reining in industrial emissions 
is still only that doing so would be prudent. 
Third, the European Union has thrown a monkey wrench (a spanner) into the works by proposing caps on 
the pollution "credits" each country could buy. Such credits would allow some companies to emit more by 
purchasing credits from a firm whose emissions are lower than allowed. But without a free market in 
credits, they will be far less likely to reach the goal. 
The US Senate will likely not ratify the accord during this administration - certainly not until the above 
issues are addressed. Argentina is trying to bridge the gaps, proposing voluntary pollution limits for 
developing countries. But many balk even at that. 
The conference may make modest progress on writing the international rules. But delegates will have to 
work hard to stave off the possibility of its collapsing altogether. 
Even so, those who worry about climate change need not despair. The most hopeful trend since Kyoto is 
the number of large corporations in the US and elsewhere voluntarily seeking to reduce their emissions. 
In the short run, such efforts will probably lessen pollution more than will diplomatic wrangling at UN 
conferences. 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
March 30, 2004, Tuesday 
Europe's Cold Sweat Over Kyoto 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 08  
LENGTH: 556 words 
The erratic weather of recent years in Europe, from devastating floods to lengthy heat waves, has 
convinced many on the Continent that human-induced climate change is no mere theory. 
Then why are so many European Union leaders getting cold feet about doing something about global 
warming? 
Because despite the change in weather patterns and Europe's green rhetoric, the EU faces a reality check 
on March 31, the day each member nation must submit a plan for reducing emissions of greenhouse 
gases. 
The projected costs, as well as the likely loss of economic competitiveness with the United States, 
has the EU wondering if it can virtually go it alone in implementing the Kyoto Protocols on climate 
change. The protocol has yet to take effect as a binding treaty since the US and Russia won't sign on, and 
China and India were given a pass for now. 
In Germany, the EU's largest emitter of greenhouse gases, the government has been in a crisis over details 
of its plan. Last week at an EU summit, Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder asked the body to slow down 
implementation but was rebuffed by France. All he won was a request for a cost-benefit study on 
"environmental and competitiveness considerations" in meeting Kyoto's strict targets. 
No EU government had submitted a plan by last week, although seven of the 15 have drafts. Many 
governments are as troubled as Germany's, with the result that the European Commission sent out a 
warning that failure to submit a plan on time could result in legal action and fines. 
The required plans are only for setting up an official trading system that would allow companies to buy 
and sell permits to emit greenhouse gases, starting in 2005. Each government would be given emission 
allowances which could be traded in a market system. A company could either meet a target or else 
purchase a "credit" from cleaner companies and keep on polluting. 
The scheme is designed to meet the EU's promise of cutting greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuels by 
8 percent of 1990 levels between 2008 and 2012. 
But Europe's auto and electric industries recently warned of a slowdown in growth if they are forced to 
invest in clean energy technologies. The warnings come as the EU has acknowledged that it's falling 
further behind in its plan to match the US in productivity, employment, and growth. 
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Those kinds of warnings about slow growth are what compelled the US Senate, and President Bush, to 
reject Kyoto. If Europe now backpedals, the global effort to influence climate change will be driven mainly 
by the market, as car buyers and the auto industry choose to become less polluting. And Europe will lose 
its claim to global leadership in pushing Kyoto. 
It could just be that government inducements, such as tax credits, may be preferable over tough 
regulation on greenhouse gases. But then, would that pace of change be fast enough to slow down 
climate change? The science is not clear yet on whether the temperature trend could be reversed even if 
the whole world went full bore to reaching Kyoto's targets. 
At the least, this EU debate over Kyoto's trade-offs will set a useful precedent for the rest of the world on 
whether it too can balance economic sacrifice against a collective will to curb human changes to Earth's 
atmosphere. 
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Christian Science Monitor 
December 6, 2005, Tuesday 
Kyoto out of kilter 
BYLINE: The Monitor's View 
 SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 534 words 
One flaw in the Kyoto treaty is that its legal targets to cut greenhouse gas emissions, set in 1997, were 
mainly guesswork. Now many nations that signed onto it will likely not meet their targets for 2008-2012. 
Hopes of a new pact may go up in smoke. 
What's needed at talks for a post-Kyoto treaty that began last week in Montreal is a new realism. Kyoto's 
successor must match the level of popular urgency about climate change to both the people's willingness 
for economic sacrifice and to reliable estimates of the costs of technological fixes. It was that mismatch 
in the Kyoto treaty that has hurt its promise - not the bipartisan rejection by the Clinton-era US Senate 
and later President Bush, or the lack of India and China as part of the treaty. 
Kyoto's designers underestimated the obstacles to scrubbing carbon dioxide and other climate- altering 
gases from human activities. (It's not the first time that modern idealism has gone amuck on human 
behavior.) Now, the dashed hopes of Kyoto's success could damage the momentum for a new international 
consensus to come to grips with global warming and its possible human causes. 
A greater admission of Kyoto's failures should be the first step toward regaining traction. The Washington-
based Pew Center on Global Climate Change, for one, has found Kyoto flawed. The European Commission, 
while still hoping its nations can meet the target of reducing greenhouse gases by 8 percent below 1990 
levels, concedes the continent has made little progress. The EC estimates that reductions will be down by 
only 1.6 percent by 2010. 
Canada's most-recent data shows emissions were up 24 percent above 1990 levels, hardly the kind of 
progress needed to meet its target of 6 percent below 1990 levels. Japan is expected to have a 12 
percent increase by 2010. 
Better a treaty than no treaty, one might say. But the prospect of so many Kyoto violators puts in question 
the whole idea of a new global treaty that once again would commit nations to change their polluting 
businesses and transportation. 
An alternative pushed by Mr. Bush is voluntary action by businesses, backed by government research and 
incentives toward clean energy. The US also put together a coalition last June with China, India, Japan, 
South Korea, and Australia to share their clean-energy research. 
The pace of such voluntary efforts, however, will likely be meager against the pace of global warming (not 
that a successful Kyoto would have done much either). The US has not slowed down its average rate of 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions. 
125 
 
 
Cobbling together a post-Kyoto plan of global action will not be easy. China and India at least are now 
looped into action through the clean-energy coalition. Many states in the US plan to coerce businesses to 
clean up. And many global businesses, wary of uncertain emissions regulations, actually want firm plans. 
Insurance companies, too, would like a long-range look at whether humanity can rise to the challenge of 
keeping major climate disaster at bay. 
Compromise between Europe, the US, and poor nations might be in the air. But it will be tough to find until 
the air is cleaned of Kyoto's missteps. 
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Christian Science Monitor 
March 8, 2007, Thursday 
The greening of China 
BYLINE: The Monitor's View  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 547 words 
Both the US and China - the largest emitters of greenhouse gases - have a goal to make sure those 
emissions grow more slowly than their economies. Yet both are barely making progress. Of the two, 
China now seems to want to act more boldly. 
On Monday, its prime minister, Wen Jiabao, admitted that China was failing badly to meet a 2010 goal of 
reducing by 20 percent the amount of energy it takes to generate each dollar of national income. He also 
said the country missed a goal to reduce pollution discharge. 
Not only are such official admissions rare in China, but Mr. Wen also promised the Communist Party-
controlled legislature that the government would "resolutely close down" the "backward" steel and iron 
foundries that burn coal as well as shutter the most inefficient power plants. He declared that China 
must "bring pollution under control" and reduce energy consumption because such goals are the "main 
fulcrum for changing the pattern of economic growth." 
That's quite a shift from simply encouraging gung-ho economic growth. It's a recognition that pollution, 
along with global warming, will probably harm China's future, and perhaps even set back the party's 
primary aim: Raise per capita income, especially in rural areas. 
Much of China's worst pollution comes from a surge of new energy- intensive heavy industries built since 
2001. Many were built by local officials eager to promote business but who also ignore Beijing's dictates. 
And there are plans for at least 300 more coal-burning plants to feed China's huge energy appetite. 
Tailpipe emissions, too, are increasing as the number of vehicles rises about 15 percent a year. Of the 
world's 20 most polluted cities, 16 are in China. Air pollution floating from China is changing the weather 
in the Pacific. 
With a shortage of arable land and water, China cannot afford to ignore warnings from climate scientists 
that rising temperatures will reduce water flows from snowy mountains in the west. Food security is 
essential to the Communist Party's hold on power. 
The old Red China won't become a Green China anytime soon, though. Environmental laws are 
vague and enforcement is weak. Some new technologies for cleaner uses of coal are being tried. But 
stronger incentives are needed to overcome a desire for profits by localities. 
Fortunately, the government is pushing "pollution credits" trading that can drive investment toward 
clean industries. And the party is allowing more freedom for environmental activists to report pollution 
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problems and to challenge local authorities. Many Chinese are questioning whether the rush to riches is 
worth the price of  
 
toxic air and water. The new eco-activists could be the buds for a renewed democracy movement in 
China. 
Both the US and China are experiencing a public awakening of concern over global warming. China's 
response so far is mainly top down from Beijing. In the US, much of the action remains at the grass-
roots level, although a new Congress and President Bush might work together this year to boost the 
federal role in rolling back use of carbon energy. And both nations have increased their cooperation to 
find solutions. 
As giant CO2 emitters, the US and China must lead the world in quickly tackling global warming.  
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Christian Science Monitor 
June 5, 2007, Tuesday 
Warming's bad guys made good 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 528 words 
Leaders of the world's two largest emitters of greenhouse gases, the United States and China, laid out 
plans in the past week to reduce their impact on the planet. But these two giants on the global scene 
also suggested two won'ts: They won't be bound to action by other nations and they won't hurt their 
own economies. 
Even with those caveats, the fact that the Bush administration and China's top governing body, the State 
Council, acted just before the G-8 summit of industrial leaders this week is a healthy sign. 
They now recognize their interests, and perhaps the welfare of all nations - especially poor ones - are at 
stake. They should be welcomed for joining the effort to save the global "commons" that is the 
atmosphere and oceans. 
China's 62-page plan, issued Monday, notes how extreme weather, such as melting glaciers, will "have 
immense impact on socio-economic development." President Bush didn't go that far in his language last 
week, but he did call for the top 15 polluting nations to agree on long-term - and nonbinding - carbon-
emission goals by the end of 2008. 
Step by step - and sometimes backward step - each individual, village, city, and national government must 
take ownership of this challenge. 
For Europe, agreeing to Kyoto's 2012 targets was the easy part, but the Continent has fumbled in 
managing the treaty's cap-and-trade system. Either by ineptitude or corruption, the caps on pollution were 
made too loose while the trading of pollution credits has resulted in many dubious projects for mitigating 
emissions. 
This has diminished the European Union's moral credibility on global warming and cast a cloud over 
negotiations for a new United Nations treaty on climate change that start in December. 
In the US, more action is happening at the state and local levels than in Washington. In the House, the 
ruling Democrats under pressure from lobbyists appear to be delaying tough moves on CO2 emissions 
until next year or later. This despite one poll that finds two-thirds of Americans want to take action now 
even if stricter regulations will cost businesses more. 
Beijing, too, faces resistance from local officials who have long been rewarded for maximizing 
economic growth. Targets set in 2001 on energy efficiency are faltering. Only the top Chinese leaders seem 
to understand that sustainable development will require that China not contribute to global warming. 
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This long-term view will take time to seep down, but it could be one of the main legacies of President 
Hu Jintao. 
These latest steps by China and the US come a decade after the 1997 Kyoto treaty - which they didn't join. 
Even now, they want to avoid obligating themselves to a new United Nations treaty. They put more faith in 
promoting efficient technology and renewable energy sources than in mandates to reduce CO2 or a tax 
on carbon use. 
As evidence of global warming's impact becomes irrefutable, the wide disparity between voluntary and 
involuntary action may lessen. Each nation may then more easily see its own good in the greater good. 
Most nations may be eager to join a global campaign and to bear the necessary burdens. 
(c) Copyright 2007. The Christian Science Monitor  
LOAD-DATE: June 4, 2007 
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
Copyright 2007 The Christian Science Publishing Society 
All Rights Reserved 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
130 
 
 
Christian Science Monitor 
September 17, 2007, Monday 
Kudos for a working eco-treaty 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 540 words 
This month, 191 nations will honor (and maybe mend) a pact that's saving the atmosphere's ozone layer. 
The 20th anniversary of the Montreal treaty, however, not only marks a win in phasing out ozone-depleting 
chemicals used in coolants, it's a model for more action on global warming. 
The 1987 treaty has worked well to prevent more of the sun's ultraviolet rays from striking Earth. So well in 
fact that the United States is proposing at this week's anniversary-gathering in Montreal to move up one 
of the treaty's deadlines. It wants to end the substitute use of a family of chemicals, known as 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons, or HCFCs. 
Back when the treaty took effect in 1987, this form of chlorine was pushed as a transitional replacement 
for far more damaging chlorofluorocarbons, or CFCs, that had been used in refrigerators, fire 
extinguishers, and other products since the 1930s. Under the treaty, 95 percent of CFCs have been 
phased out in richer nations while in poorer nations, more than half of CFC use has ended. 
But while the newer chemicals (HCFCs) deplete ozone to a small degree, scientists have since proven that 
their use also produces a byproduct 12,000 times more powerful as a heat-trapping agent than carbon 
dioxide. They are thus a contributor to that other atmosphere-altering problem, global warming. 
In addition, chemical companies such as DuPont - which invented CFCs - have created substitutes for 
HCFCs that have little or no effect on the protective, stratospheric ozone. The new substitutes would 
further close the "holes" created in the ozone layer, mainly above the poles. 
But another big reason to phase out HCFCs more quickly, as the US proposes, is to improve the Kyoto 
Protocol, and thus perhaps help the drive for a successor treaty. 
Under the 1997 Kyoto treaty, a company in a participating developed country can forgo cleaning up its 
own carbon pollution by paying for a project in another country that will contribute to a slowing of 
carbon output. One popular source of such "carbon credits" is building incinerators to destroy a 
byproduct made during the manufacture of HCFCs. 
China has reportedly earned more than $4 billion so far in credits from companies in Europe and Japan by 
burning the byproduct, known as HFC-22. That gives China a perverse incentive to keep making HCFCs. And 
these relatively inexpensive credits for the incinerators are pricing out better types of carbon credits. 
China now wants to adjust the Montreal pact so it can continue to sell credits for HCFC plants. It also 
opposes the US proposal that would move up the deadline for an HCFC-phaseout to the year 2030 from 
2040 for developing countries. 
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To prevent the perverse pecuniary application of both treaties, the loopholes in both the Kyoto and 
Montreal treaties obviously need to be fixed. 
In addition, nations not party to Kyoto need to study the lessons of the Montreal treaty, which may be the 
world's most successful environmental pact. It was a global effort, albeit one targeted at only a few 
industries with little impact on consumers. But it was one that saved untold numbers of lives. 
Gratitude for that treaty's effects can compel solutions for a new one on global warming.  
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December 17, 2007, Monday 
What Bush really won in Bali 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 549 words 
Is it a date that will live in infamy? On Dec. 14, at the climate-change talks in Bali, poor and rich nations 
agreed - for the first time - to each consider ways to reduce greenhouse gases. Oddly, though, this historic 
feat was a win for the Bush White House. 
The Bali "action plan," reached Saturday by nearly 190 countries, sets the stage for negotiating a new, 
binding treaty that may be humanity's last opportunity to prevent the worst scenarios predicted in 
global warming. 
The new pact would replace the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, which expires in 2012, and which requires cuts in 
carbon emissions from only 36 nations, and only the major industrialized ones - a big reason why the US 
Senate and Bush decided not to join Kyoto. 
To be sure, the Bali "road map" was not a complete win for Mr. Bush. Developing nations, which include 
economic giants such as China, India, and Brazil, need only consider measurable "actions" to reduce their 
effects on climate. The richer nations, meanwhile, agreed to seek "quantified" emission cuts. 
This out-of-date divide between countries of the "north and south" is why Bush set up parallel talks 
involving the world's 16 largest emitters - rich and poor - who account for more than 80 percent of 
greenhouse gases. That group meets in Hawaii next month, outside the UN umbrella, with an aim to 
reach a consensus on voluntary targets. 
During the Bali talks, however, Europe threatened to boycott the Hawaii meeting if the United States 
didn't agree to a rich-nation target of a 25 percent reduction in emissions by 2020. Europe's diplomatic 
pique quickly passed as more of the most-polluting poor nations saw it in their self-interest to curb 
emissions, even if the goals remain vague. That more-inclusive approach was helped along, not just by 
Bush, but the increasingly erratic world weather and the dire forecasts of the UN science panel on climate 
change. 
Bush and the less-developed nations also came together in Bali to signal that the fight against global 
warming must allow for sustainable economic growth. But they differ in how to do that, with the US 
resisting obligations to help poorer nations with new energy technologies. That produced the most 
dramatic clash in Bali. 
But the fact that developing nations are demanding money to help fight climate change is a sign they're 
eager to act. They also argue that rich nations, having largely causing global warming over the past 
century, need to now spread their wealth to help the poor cut carbon emissions. 
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Such massive transfers of money, however, are susceptible to scams and corruption, as the UN found 
out in the oil-for-food program in Iraq. The Bali talks also call for more money to help poor nations adapt to 
the effects of global warming - rising seas, for instance. 
And in a bold scheme coming out of Bali, countries will try to firm up ways for polluting companies to 
earn "carbon credits" by paying poor nations not to cut down their carbon-dioxide-consuming forests. 
Schemes are prone to fraud if a country never had any intention of cutting down a forest, or it simply 
saves one forest only to cut down another. 
But such problems can be more easily ironed out now that all nations have taken responsibility to act 
together against climate change. 
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April 18, 2008, Friday 
Bush's legacy on global warming 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 566 words 
Until this week, President Bush's views on climate change were simple: Remedies must not hurt the US 
economy, should be led by new technologies, and need to include poor countries such as China. Now he's 
added a specific goal: Growth in US carbon emissions must end by 2025. 
That goal falls short of what most climate scientists say is needed to reverse changes in the atmosphere. 
And in his speech Wednesday, Mr. Bush didn't suggest mandatory action to achieve it. Rather, it's aimed at 
making it easier to achieve consensus among 17 of the world's largest emitter nations who are meeting 
this weekend in Paris. 
Bush hopes China and other developing nations that stayed out of the 1997 Kyoto treaty will propose 
similar goals to his. If he succeeds, it could be the president's biggest legacy on global warming. 
Bush came into office soon after the Senate rejected the Kyoto treaty by a 95-0 vote. He saw little 
prospect of Americans sacrificing an energy-rich lifestyle and paying the costs to prevent global warming. 
Reflecting that mood, Congress was reluctant to take strong action, too. As a result, activists turned to 
states, courts, and regulators to force Americans to reduce their use of fossil fuels, with little result. 
Wealthy economies that did sign onto Kyoto - Europe, Canada, Japan - are now largely failing at 
achieving the pact's goals. And the UN mechanism set up to let those nations buy their way out of 
emission caps is faltering over doubts about the quality of carbon-reduction projects in poor nations. 
Kyoto hasn't proved to be the enticement for poor nations to follow suit. 
Bush's alternative strategy of first achieving truly global action appears to be backed by research at the 
International Monetary Fund. IMF economists say any global approach that doesn't include large and fast-
growing economies such as Brazil and India would be costly and politically difficult. The IMF points out 
that 70 percent of carbon emissions will come from emerging and developing economies over the next 
50 years. If all nations don't sign on to higher carbon prices that are equal around the world, the IMF 
warns, the cost of curbing greenhouse gases will be "at least 50 percent higher." 
Bush's global-first strategy may not survive under the next president. Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama, and 
John McCain all propose mandatory emission targets for American polluters even while the US 
negotiates a post-Kyoto global pact. But will Americans support such stiff measures if China and India also 
don't pony up? Might voters fear that unilateral US action would be an act of futility? 
At the least, the three candidates should be asked if they could do better in looping all nations into acting 
equally on global warming. And is Bush's goal of ending US emissions growth by 2025 enough of an 
incentive for China and other nations to follow? 
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In June, the Senate plans to take up a bill that would cap emissions of power plants. By some estimates, it 
would reduce US emissions faster than Bush's goal would, but could pinch US economic output by up to 2.6 
percent by 2030. Before Americans are asked to make such a sacrifice, they may like to know if other 
nations are doing the same. 
Leadership on global warming isn't just about US lawmakers persuading Americans to pay more for energy 
use. It includes making sure such sacrifice isn't in vain. 
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May 16, 2008, Friday 
A thin-ice way to save polar bears 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 536 words 
Lawsuits are not the best way to force the public into solving planet-size problems such as climate 
change. In most cases, political consensus - as Al Gore is trying to achieve - brings the most fitting 
solutions. But the environmentalists who sued on behalf of polar bears likely knew that and shouldn't be 
surprised at what their suit has wrought. 
On Wednesday, as a result of a 2005 suit filed by three environmental groups trying to speed up 
government action on global warming, the Interior Department listed the polar bear as "threatened" 
under the 1973 Endangered Species Act. The finding was based on computer projections of continuing 
climate change, caused in part by humans, and an estimated loss of Arctic ice where some 25,000 bears 
hunt for their main food, seals. 
But for a number of reasons, the decision may end up being largely symbolic, leaving the issue of global 
warming right back where it belongs: with Congress. 
For one, the finding is expected to bring a legal ricochet in a promised countersuit testing the 
presumption that the bears face extinction within a few decades. Some polar bear populations, such as 
in Norway, are increasing. And it's not yet known if the bears will eventually adapt to warmer climes. 
This kind of legal wrangling proves again that courts aren't the place to force the United States - or China or 
India - into taking bold action on a global-scale problem. Politics and diplomacy are more effective, even 
if they are slower. Mr. Gore's latest campaign to create grass-roots momentum against global warming is 
spending millions, with an eye for decisive action in Congress next year. 
The lawsuit only further pushed the Bush administration into a defensive posture, setting back political 
progress toward taking action. 
Interior Secretary Dirk Kempthorne laid down conditions that will limit the impact of his finding on oil 
and gas drilling in Alaska. If more roadblocks to tap Arctic petroleum are needed, lawmakers are the 
ones to do it, not Interior. 
Mr. Kempthorne also tried to limit larger action on global warming by instructing his department that 
"the best scientific data available today cannot make a causal connection between harm to" polar bears 
"and greenhouse-gas emissions from a specific facility, or resource development project, or government 
action." Such reasoning may be based in part on research by NASA that one cause of Arctic ice decline 
may be shifting wind patterns. 
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The decision, in other words, can't justify a wind farm in the Dakotas or kill off a coal plant in Kansas. The 
Endangered Species Act is not the proper law to make those kind of linkages. 
What now? The lawsuit's mixed results may be a sideshow, with all three main presidential candidates 
proposing plans to cut greenhouse gases. The impatience that drove the suit - filed by Greenpeace, the 
Center for Biological Diversity, and the Natural Resources Defense Council - must now yield to the 
political process. 
That won't be easy. Congress is in a panic to lower gasoline prices so Americans can drive cars as usual. 
Learning to share the burden of reduced carbon emissions takes time and persuasion, not the bang of a 
judge's gavel. 
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Christian Science Monitor 
May 29, 2008, Thursday 
The big chill on carbon offsets 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 546 words 
Before Congress attacks global warming with a cap on greenhouse gases - and then allows firms to pollute if 
they buy "carbon offsets" elsewhere - lawmakers should consult the UN's abysmal record in this slippery 
type of trading. 
The UN set up its Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) to help companies in industrialized countries 
invest in projects in poorer nations that cut greenhouse-gas emissions as part of their countries' 
commitment under the Kyoto Protocol or the European Union's emissions plan. 
The concept: Cutting emissions anywhere is equally effective in fighting global warming. So why not keep 
polluting at home and simply pay, under this so-called cap-and-trade system, to close a polluting plant 
in China or to save a forest in Brazil? The cost of financing wind turbines in Bangladesh, for instance, is 
much less than scrubbing carbon dioxide from smokestacks in Germany. 
But Stanford University researchers who've studied the CDM say the emissions cuts are largely illusory: As 
many as two-thirds of the programs funded contribute nothing new to reducing emissions. 
How can that be? 
One problem is that many offset payments are meant to prevent something from happening that might 
worsen climate change. The CDM must somehow prove a project has "additionality," that it would not have 
occurred anyway without a payment. But that isn't working out in practice, the researchers say. One 
simple clue: Most projects are already completed at the time they are approved for CDM offsets. 
As a British investigative journalist put it: "Offsets are an imaginary commodity created by deducting what 
you hope happens from what you guess would have happened." 
The CDM also creates perverse incentives, says Patrick McCully, executive director of International Rivers 
Network, another critic of the program. A chemical company in China, for example, may actually produce 
more of one potent greenhouse gas - HFC-23, a byproduct of making refrigerant gases - in order to sell an 
offset credit. The money earned through CDM is greater than the cost of making HFC-23. 
CDM asks that a project not be something that's already "common practice." But that logic only 
dissuades a poor country from promoting energy-efficiency or, say, curbing methane from landfills. Why 
take such actions if they will disqualify a company from CDM credits? 
Next week, the US Senate takes up a bill that would impose a cap-and-trade system that includes the 
buying and selling of licenses to emit carbon. Yesterday, a similar bill was unveiled in the House. As in 
Europe, a final bill from Congress will likely allow US companies to buy carbon offsets through CDM or 
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similar groups that claim an expertise in identifying projects that reduce greenhouse gases. Even if a US 
plan only links up with Europe's scheme, it would be part of a system that includes bogus CDM credits, 
which are embedded there. 
No doubt some CDM projects do make real cuts in emissions. But as a whole, the CDM is clearly flawed 
and needs, at the very least, significant reform. It's one more sign that a cap-and-trade system is a complex 
and highly suspect way to make emissions cuts. A more honest, reliable course is a simple tax on carbon 
emissions. The dodges are easier to spot. 
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Christian Science Monitor 
July 10, 2008, Thursday 
China's sneak preview on carbon emissions cuts 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 540 words 
The world's rich nations agreed on a "vision" Tuesday to cut carbon emissions by half within 42 years. But 
half of what? Some cite 1990 as the start year. Others say from now. Either way, the world need not wait to 
see the kind of dramatic change that a sky-cleaning vision can bring. An example started this week. 
China is shutting down hundreds of manufacturers 70 miles around Beijing, the site of the Olympics that 
begin Aug. 8. Tens of thousands of workers are being idled and profits forgone to temporarily clear the 
air and ensure a breathable contest for the world's top athletes. 
All sorts of businesses that burn oil or coal, from steel mills to cement factories, are being ordered to 
suspend operations for up to two months. In addition, vehicles in Beijing will face alternate-day driving 
restrictions. 
And if the winds cooperate, the remaining pollution that regularly hangs over northern China will blow off. 
Then, the assembled masses at the Games can experience a brief moment in history in which political will 
has been mustered to reverse pollutants - mainly greenhouse gases. 
China's motive, of course, isn't to curb global warming. It is to make sure athletes don't skip the Games 
(as a few are) for fear of the air. China also wants to create a good impression. These Olympics are its 
"coming-out party" as a global power. But how can it shut down a major portion of its economy for such 
a national goal? 
It is often said that dictators rule while democracies govern. Not only is the world seeing an example in 
China of the massive effort needed to alter the climate but one draconian way to do it - by fiat. 
No wonder, then, that the democracies at this week's G-8 summit in Japan were conflicted in setting a goal 
to reduce emissions in their own economies. They couldn't agree on a target for 2020 but did set a vague 
one for 2050. That at least may push along talks aimed at forging a new global-warming treaty to replace 
the weak Kyoto pact. 
The difficulties of imposing climate-change burdens in a democracy were on display last month in the 
US Senate. Debate over a bill that would reduce carbon emissions by 70 percent collapsed as lawmakers, 
already hearing an earful about $4-a-gallon gasoline, feared the resulting higher energy prices and 
closure of many industries. 
Climate change may itself impose greater burdens than those steps needed to curb it. But such sacrificing 
foresight is missing in many countries. Many developing countries now see global warming's potential 
effects on them, such as glacier melt in the Himalayas. Before this G-8 summit, China and India laid out 
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ambitious goals for pollution controls and renewable energies - but have also demanded money and 
patents from wealthy nations to install clean-burning technologies. 
In China, which has become the largest emitter of carbon dioxide, President Hu Jintao told the Politburo 
in June: "How we cope with climate change is related to the country's economic development and 
people's practical benefits." 
In coming days, the Chinese will see the benefit of healthy skies - briefly. Will they, and the whole 
world, come to accept the sacrifice needed to alter the climate's future before it alters them? 
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Christian Science Monitor 
February 13, 2009, Friday 
Hillary Clinton's climate-saving voyage 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 522 words 
Hillary Clinton chose Asia, particularly China, for her maiden voyage next week as secretary of State. 
While the most urgent issue is Beijing's help to end a global recession, Mrs. Clinton's more planet-saving 
goal is to enlist China to set curbs on its carbon emissions. Without that, President Obama may not be 
able to win enough Senate votes for a cap on US greenhouse gases. 
As the world's two largest emitters, China and the US will set the pace this year among all nations in make-
or-break negotiations for a post-Kyoto treaty on global warming. The talks end this December with a 
summit in Copenhagen. 
If the world is to make a commitment to fight climate change, each of these giant polluters needs to know 
the other will jump into the same chilly pool of obligatory curbs on their tailpipes and smokestacks. 
But if China isn't making much of a sacrifice, many US senators, especially those from coal states, may 
not support CO2 cuts or a treaty seen as reducing US competitiveness. China says it and other developing 
countries deserve to be allowed to pollute for a while to catch up to modern standards. 
Mrs. Clinton must break this standoff. The bleak future that each country faces in a warming planet isn't all 
that different. And working together on climate change might even draw them closer. 
Both countries have taken a long time to wake up to the task. Mr. Obama's election ushers in a drive 
for a "green" economy. And since 2005, Beijing has made some efforts to rein in its worst polluters, if only 
for the sake of not letting the local damage hinder growth or to quell rising environmental protests that 
challenge the party itself. 
But China has two problems that may keep it from satisfying the US. 
Rather than slow its economy with emission caps, it wants the West to give it advanced energy technology, 
such as "clean" coal plants. That's a cost the US may not be willing to bear given the energy investments 
it needs. 
The second is that the Communist Party, despite its green intentions, seems unable to control local chiefs in 
the provinces who are rewarded for growth and often ignore party mandates. And many of them are part 
owners in polluting factories. 
A top-down campaign against CO2 is likely to fail. Until Beijing allows local democracy - and full freedom for 
citizen activists - there won't be enough public pressure on these local chiefs. 
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While Beijing has tolerated a blossoming of environmental groups since 1994, it keeps a rein on them, 
fearing they may spark a "green" revolt against the regime. Clinton needs to push China to loosen those 
reins and allow political and media freedom. 
She can start by asking for the release of Wu Lihong, a prominent activist who was given a three-year 
sentence in 2007 after leading a campaign against pollution in the home province of President Hu Jintao. His 
release would signal a new freedom for eco-advocacy. 
Just as millions of Americans now pressure their leaders for action on global warming, China needs millions of 
courageous activists like Wu Lihong. 
For want of a dissident released, a planet should not be lost.  
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April 21, 2009, Tuesday 
Now the carbon choices begin 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 88  
LENGTH: 572 words 
People who have tried to reduce their carbon footprint can relate to the tough choices now facing Congress 
and the Environmental Protection Agency as they decide how to cut greenhouses gases for a whole 
nation. 
Hearings on climate-change bills open this week on Capitol Hill. And last week the EPA declared CO2 to be a 
health danger which, under the Clean Air Act, could require rigorous regulation of almost any source. 
Whether by law or regulation, will government be able to spread the burden of tackling global warming 
equitably - from coal-fired plants to autos to henhouses? Or, regionally, from the West to the Midwest to 
the East? 
If energy and car prices must rise for everyone to pay for new technologies, which Americans deserve a 
rebate based on their income? 
And what happens if other nations don't follow the US in making a similar sacrifice to fight off climate 
change? These aren't just political or economic questions. They are in the realm of life-boat ethics to 
save the planet. 
No one probably knows all this better than EPA chief Lisa Jackson. She pushed for the EPA ruling on 
greenhouse gases but then admits she prefers Congress to pass a law dealing with the major issues. 
Her ambivalence on now regulating these effluents reflects a natural reluctance not to be the target of 
public anger as energy prices rise while the benefit of cooling the planet remains decades away. After all, 
recent polls show the economy now outranks the environment in people's concerns. 
Nor does she want to face lawsuits from environmentalists who might demand that the EPA curb 
emissions even from small sources, such as office buildings or cattle farms. 
In 1976, the EPA lost a bid to avoid regulating diverse sources of lead emissions in a lawsuit brought by the 
Natural Resources Defense Council. Groups like the NRDC profess they prefer regulating only big sources 
like coal plants for now. But they could easily insist on curbing emissions from backyard barbecues and 
other small sources later. 
"CO2 is CO2" no matter its source, a Sierra Club lawyer told Congress last year. 
Even if the EPA tries to limit its authority to emitters that produce more than 250 tons of carbon dioxide a 
year, that would target about 1.2 million businesses. The EPA would also need to decide whether to 
regulate carbon emissions only where they enter the atmosphere and ignore companies that bring 
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carbon into the economy. Should EPA order only a belching coal power plant to cease and desist without 
going after the coal mine? Does it go after dairy farmers as well as hay growers? Why regulate one but 
not the other? They all peddle carbon. 
And then there's the debate over whether the US should reduce its carbon emissions to preindustrial 
levels to really take on global warming - even if carbon pollution from China and India still floats over 
the US. 
It is easy, of course, to let the perfect become the enemy of the good and to become paralyzed as a 
nation into doing nothing or not enough. 
Ms. Jackson is probably right to prevaricate. For too long, environmentalists have raised the scare level 
about global warming while not preparing the public about the costs, the necessary burden sharing, 
and the ethical dilemmas. 
With either the EPA or Congress likely to act on this issue by year's end, Americans need to be more 
engaged on what size and shape of carbon footprint they want for their nation. 
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June 26, 2009, Friday 
A big chill in global-warming bill 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 443 words 
A red flag should go up over one effort in Congress to make America go green. 
The main global-warming bill on Capitol Hill calls for the president to slap stiff barriers on imports from other 
countries that don't reduce their carbon emissions in comparable ways. 
Such a trade restriction is aimed at helping US industries stay competitive once they are forced to pay 
higher energy costs under a climate-change law. The US could see many of its industries move to other 
countries with lesser or no curbs on greenhouse gases, a possibility called "carbon leakage." 
Or, less-expensive goods from those countries could flood the American market. 
The provision in the House measure on climate change is why President Obama pitches this legislation as 
a "jobs bill." But it isn't one, really. 
This restriction could trigger a wave of global trade protectionism that would ultimately hurt the US 
economy - the largest exporter in the world, and one in which 40 percent of jobs are dependent on 
trade. 
And it would put a big kibosh on reaching an agreement for a new global-warming treaty at a summit in 
Copenhagen, Denmark, this December. 
Countries such as China and India could walk away from these critical talks if they see the US and other 
industrialized nations threaten to protect domestic markets. Germany and France have warned they will 
"protect European industry" if other countries do not accept similar climate goals. But poorer countries 
that are already reluctant to act on climate change will, when faced with getting poorer with less trade, 
make little or no effort to save Earth's environment. 
The House provision on potential trade barriers was added not with an intent to threaten countries 
like China to concede to emission cuts. Rather, American industries that are dependent on fossil fuels, 
along with their labor unions, asked for it. 
Achieving a truly global effort against global warming won't be easy. It raises all sorts of questions about 
fairness. The political horse-trading in Congress to carve out exceptions to climate-change legislation 
shows the difficulty. 
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But putting global free trade at risk would also risk efforts to have all nations move toward cleaner 
energy. And if the  US were to slap high tariffs on imports in the name of protecting industries, it would 
only add hidden costs to American consumers. 
Free trade, especially in goods for clean technologies, helps to lift the economies of all nations and allows 
them to invest in energy conservation and other ways to fight global warming. 
As Congress moves closer to a final bill, it needs to keep open America's doors to free trade.  
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The New York Times 
April 17, 1990, Tuesday, Late Edition - Final 
China Policy, Twice Tainted 
SECTION: Section A; Page 24, Column 1; Editorial Desk  
LENGTH: 396 words 
The White House insisted four months ago that a high-profile meeting between Brent Scowcroft and 
Deng Xiaoping did not violate its ban on "high-level exchanges."The same White House now declares that 
inviting a Chinese minister to an international conference on air pollution and climate change would 
violate that same rule. 
The White House admits that China, the world's biggest coal burner and third-biggest carbon dioxide 
producer, belongs at a conference on the greenhouse effect. And no treaty on global warming would be 
very useful without China's participation. But officials say that negative reaction to the Scowcroft mission 
forced the Administration to give its old rule a newly strict interpretation. 
How perverse. What began 10 months ago as a sensibly measured response to the tragedy in Tiananmen 
Square has been turned into a travesty by its authors. The Administration would do well to return to its 
original principles. 
Just days after Beijing used tanks and rifles against student democracy demonstrators, Mr. Bush 
announced the following guidelines for American policy: Because China was home to more than a billion 
people, Washington would make every effort to keep open essential channels of communication. But 
because China's top leaders had gravely offended fundamental American values, they would not be 
honored with prestige visits by high-level Administration officials. 
No good cause would be served if the U.S. ended diplomatic contacts on matters affecting its own 
national interests. That's why Ambassador James Lilley has remained in Beijing. Secretary of State 
Baker, and lower-level State Department officials, have continued to talk to the Chinese about Cambodia 
and arms exports. None of this has caused an outcry among Americans. Nor would many hackles be raised 
by inviting a Chinese environmental official to the greenhouse conference. 
The sort of thing that truly offends people was Mr. Scowcroft's televised toast to the butchers of Beijing and 
Mr. Bush's acquiescing in China's demand that he veto a bill extending the U.S. visas of Chinese 
students. Surely the Administration understands the distinction between public gestures and working 
diplomacy. Mr. Bush fashioned a principled policy around just this distinction 10 months ago. If he really 
wishes to heed public opinion, he might begin applying that policy now. 
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The New York Times 
November 11, 1998, Wednesday, Late Edition - Final 
Remember Global Warming? 
SECTION: Section A; Page 26; Column 1; Editorial Desk  
LENGTH: 671 words 
Diplomats from more than 150 nations gathered in Buenos Aires this week to assess what they had done 
since the Kyoto agreement on global warming last December. The answer is, not much. They can be happy 
about one thing. Nobody has successfully challenged the urgency of their mission. Despite well-financed 
efforts by some industry groups to minimize the warming threat, the scientific consensus -- that the 
unchecked burning of fossil fuels could someday cause great damage to the environment -- remains 
intact. What is not intact is the spirit of common purpose that produced the Kyoto agreement. 
The Kyoto Protocol committed the industrialized world to an average 5 percent reduction in 
greenhouse emissions below 1990 levels between 2008 and 2012 -- a remarkably ambitious target, 
given the world's rising dependence on fossil fuels. The American target is 7 percent. But many 
important details were left unsettled. Even worse, the giant developing countries like India and China 
have yet to be brought on board. Until that happens, Senate ratification is out of the question. 
Meanwhile, greenhouse gases in the atmosphere continue to rise. Buenos Aires is a good place to re-
energize the process. Two issues are of central importance. 
Early Action. Although Kyoto's targets would not become legally binding until 2008, a quick start on the 
problem is essential -- especially in the United States, which emits one-fourth of the world's greenhouse 
gases. Because America's emissions are projected to rise by 30 percent between now and 2008 under 
"business as usual" scenarios, it would be foolish to dawdle. Last-minute efforts to reverse the energy 
trajectory would be ruinously expensive. 
A surprising number of American companies like the idea of early action. For the last year, two public-
interest groups -- the Pew Center on Global Climate Change and the Environmental Defense Fund -- have 
been signing up companies like Boeing, United Technologies and British Petroleum that are prepared to 
reduce their own emissions even before a treaty is ratified. But the list would surely be longer if some 
way could be found to reward companies for taking action now, perhaps by giving them credits they 
could use to meet whatever obligations they incur when the agreement finally kicks in. 
In the Senate, Joseph Lieberman, a Democrat, and John Chafee and Connie Mack, both Republicans, have 
introduced legislation establishing a mechanism to do just that. But they will have to persuade their 
colleagues in Congress, which grudgingly provided more money for clean-energy research in the new 
budget year but has otherwise been indifferent to the global warming issue. 
Emissions Trading. The United States would have rejected the Kyoto Protocol if it had not included a 
provision that allows the sale or trade of emissions allowances among nations. In theory, industrialized 
nations that cannot quickly meet their targets without crippling energy taxes or costly investments would 
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be able to "buy" pollution permits from poorer countries whose economies are so inefficient that even 
small adjustments can achieve big reductions in emissions. That transfer of capital, in turn, could help 
developing countries invest in cleaner technologies. 
The British, among others, fear that the United States will exploit the trading plan to avoid making any 
real cuts in emissions, buying reductions from others instead. These fears are exaggerated. But the best 
way to put them to rest is to invite American companies to start cutting their emissions now. That 
would not only pacify the British but send a positive signal to the less-developed countries, which are 
unlikely to cut their energy use and prejudice their chances for further growth unless they are sure that 
America is serious. 
The United States obviously cannot go it alone. Global warming demands a global response. But the rest 
of the world is not going to move without the leadership and example of the world's biggest producer of 
greenhouse gases. 
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Earlier this month, scientists spotted a patch of open ocean about a mile wide at the North Pole, where 
the ice is normally six to nine feet deep. This remarkable discovery followed close on the heels of a 
prediction from Norwegian scientists that the polar icecap could disappear, at least in summer, in 50 years. 
To most climatologists, the thinning of the sea ice is further proof of the warming of the earth's 
atmosphere, a potentially disruptive trend that hardly mainstream scientists now dispute. 
This is the sort of thing that Al Gore loves to talk about, but so far global warming has barely entered the 
presidential campaign. In fact, except for a three-day period when Mr. Gore talked about energy policy, 
environmental questions generally have been hidden behind big-ticket items like Social Security, taxes 
and national defense. But few issues are as vexing and contentious as those that touch on the relationship 
between people and nature -- issues like clean air, the degradation of the oceans and marine life, the 
preservation of open space and biodiversity, and climate change. 
The nation faces two broad environmental imperatives. The first is to continue the momentum of the last 
30 years, a period when Congress moved legislatively to clean up the damage inflicted by the Industrial 
Revolution and to give environmental concerns equal weight with economic development. The second is to 
help the rest of the world grapple with problems that override national boundaries, like global warming 
and destruction of biodiversity. 
Domestically, the green revolution took wing under Richard Nixon, who presided over the creation of an 
astonishing body of environmental law. It accelerated under Jimmy Carter, and burst forward again 
under Bill Clinton, who is ending his term with a series of intricate regulatory moves designed to outfox 
a hostile Congress and add millions of acres of threatened wilderness to the public domain before he 
leaves office. But at no time could this progress be taken for granted. President Ronald Reagan's appointees 
did their best to thwart the will of Congress through inertia and lax enforcement. In 1995, the Gingrich 
Republicans came very close to rescinding some of the country's basic environmental protections. 
The attitude of the White House is decisive. Mr. Reagan's appointees undermined existing law because 
the president did not care. The Contract With America gang failed because Mr. Clinton did care. So it 
goes, throughout government. Whether the Army Corps of Engineers, which for decades loved to build 
dams and straighten out free-flowing rivers, serves or damages the environment depends on whom the 
president appoints as its civilian chief and whether he keeps an eye on it. Similarly, when the 
bureaucracy finally gets around to using its existing statutory authority to regulate industrial farmers 
who foul rivers with animal waste, it will be because some chief executive has ordered it to. 
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The global issues are of course less amenable to Washington's influence, but these problems cannot begin 
to be solved without presidential involvement. Put simply, the less-developed world, including China, will 
not reduce emissions of the gases that contribute to global warming unless the industrialized nations do. 
The industrialized nations, meanwhile, cannot move forward without the active participation of the 
United States, the world's biggest producer of those gases. 
But Congress has refused to force industry to clean up emissions. Nor has it offered industry any incentives 
to do so. Though Mr. Clinton helped negotiate the Kyoto agreement on global warming in 1997, he chose 
not to spend further political capital on the issue. 
So far, Mr. Gore has taken a more assertive approach than Gov. George W. Bush on all of these 
questions. Mr. Gore helped devise the administration's aggressive regulatory strategies under the clean air 
and water laws and fortified Mr. Clinton's resolve to oppose Republican efforts to weaken those laws. He 
can also be expected to continue Mr. Clinton's efforts to guard and expand the public lands. In Texas, Mr. 
Bush has pursued a cooperative approach emphasizing voluntary solutions to environmental problems, 
and has said that as president he would turn over "significant" authority to local governments. While he 
supports the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund, he has criticized important administration 
initiatives on wilderness protection and has promised to open the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil 
exploration. 
Global warming, of course, is Mr. Gore's signature environmental issue, and he is likely to give it a kind of 
prominence that Mr. Clinton did not. He has also unveiled an ambitious and fairly detailed menu of 
subsidies and market incentives aimed at helping industry achieve dramatic reductions in greenhouse 
gases. Mr. Bush agrees that global warming is a problem, but so far he has given no details of what he 
would do about it. The candidates' positions on warming reflect the overall pattern of the campaign to 
date on environmental matters. Mr. Bush has expressed general concern for these issues, and on Friday 
singled out the preservation of tropical forests as a priority in his diplomacy with Latin America. But Mr. 
Gore has outlined more detailed remedies and conveyed a more muscular attitude about enforcement. 
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President Bush's overseas trip has done nothing to narrow the gap between his administration and 
Europe on global warming. For their part, the Europeans accept the overwhelming scientific consensus that 
man-made gases are heavily responsible for the warming of Earth's atmosphere. They believe that the 
consequences are likely to be calamitous unless the industrialized world commits itself, as it did in the 
Kyoto accord of 1997, to binding reductions in greenhouse gases. Yesterday, they also agreed to push 
ahead with ratification of the accord by the end of the year. Mr. Bush questions the science, insists 
that mandatory reductions in emissions will undermine the American economy and overstates the 
obstacles presented by developing nations like China. 
The two sides agreed to keep talking. But if this pledge is to amount to anything, everyone will need to work 
harder, including the Europeans. Mr. Bush has taken most of the criticism in the global warming debate, 
and rightly so. But Europe's behavior has not been spotless. Europe is able to hold the moral high 
ground in part because of several fortunate (and rarely acknowledged) events that make its task of 
meeting the treaty's mandates much easier than America's. For example, post-reunification Germany 
achieved huge reductions in carbon dioxide, the main greenhouse gas, simply by closing inefficient 
industries in the former East Germany. Similarly, Britain achieved significant cuts when Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher essentially shut down the coal mines and greatly increased the use of cleaner natural 
gas. 
Meanwhile, Europe has been reluctant to embrace various mechanisms that might ease the economic 
burden on the United States. At the last ministerial meeting in the Hague, Europe resisted when the 
United States asked that countries be allowed to win credit for carbon "sinks," including reforestation 
projects, which draw carbon dioxide out of the air through photosynthesis. And until quite recently, 
Europe has not been enthusiastic about emissions trading, a market mechanism favored by Americans 
that has been shown to greatly reduce the costs of emissions control. 
Still, there is little doubt that when it comes to taking real steps to reduce carbon emissions at the source -- 
from cars, power plants and factories -- European governments, especially Britain and Germany, far 
outshine the United States. They have negotiated agreements with industry, imposed so-called eco-taxes 
and made serious investments in energy efficiency. In the United States, by contrast, nearly all the 
progress has been made by private companies. The automobile industry, for example, is pouring significant 
research money into more fuel-efficient hybrid engines (while continuing to profit from their gas-guzzling 
S.U.V.'s). And a growing number of big multinational corporations, encouraged by advocacy groups like 
the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, have agreed to make major investments in reducing carbon 
emissions. 
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But these are isolated efforts. Overall carbon emissions in the United States continue to rise, and Mr. 
Bush's policies are likely to make matters worse. Despite his promise to search for "cutting edge" 
solutions, his budget for 2002 actually cuts several important energy efficiency programs, while his new 
energy strategy relies heavily on finding more of the very fossil fuels that contribute to warming. Equally 
important, he has shown little appetite for the leadership role the United States must take if this problem 
is ever going to be solved. 
Indeed, he seems more concerned with finding reasons why the United States should not lead. One of his 
favorite gripes about the Kyoto accord is that big developing countries like China are not covered. It is 
true that the warming problem cannot be solved without China's participation. But China is actually 
making surprising reductions on its own, partly by modernizing dirty coal-fired power plants. 
Furthermore, it has always been generally understood that the industrialized nations would move first, the 
developing nations later. That was exactly the sequence adopted by the Montreal Protocol of 1987, which 
has been successful in controlling the chemicals that threatened the ozone layer. Then, as now, the feeling 
was that the richer nations should move first because they have the expertise and because they carry a 
heavier moral obligation. After all, most of the man-made carbon sitting in the atmosphere was 
generated by them. But these ethical nuances, and much else about global warming, seem lost on the 
present White House. 
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There is a good test of senatorial courage coming this week. For the first time, senators will be asked 
whether they are prepared to do something serious about global warming. The question comes in the 
form of a bill by John McCain and Joseph Lieberman that would impose mandatory caps on industrial 
emissions of carbon dioxide and other gases thought to be heavily responsible for warming the earth's 
atmosphere. The bill is a long shot. But it will provide the first true test of the sincerity of senators who 
say they care about the problem and have faulted President Bush for not doing enough. 
More broadly, it will also tell us whether the politics of global warming are finally beginning to catch up to 
the science of global warming. The science seems clear enough, and surveys suggest that the public and 
many local politicians are worried. But Washington hangs back, fearful of asking the country to make the 
investments in cleaner fuels, cars and power plants needed to start bringing emissions down. 
This fear has been engendered in part by Mr. Bush, who remains stubbornly positioned at the rear of a 
parade he ought to be leading. Warning of job losses, he has opposed not only the 1997 Kyoto Protocol 
but even the mildest variations on that agreement. Instead, he offers research into technological fixes 
(fine, as far as they go) as well as a voluntary program that will allow industrial emissions to grow as 
long as they increase more slowly than the economy itself, which of course misses the point. The 
carbon in the atmosphere, already dangerously high, is likely to stay there for a long time. Thus the 
name of the game is to stabilize and reduce emissions, not merely to slow their growth. 
Senators McCain and Lieberman have it right. Their plan would require energy, transportation and 
manufacturing companies to cut their emissions to 2000 levels by 2010. That isn't asking a lot. According 
to two reputable studies, the cost would be less than $20 per family per year, and there would be no 
negative impact on employment. Indeed, the investments in new technologies necessary to achieve the 
reductions, as well as the money saved on gasoline from more efficient cars, could actually boost the 
economy. The bill also offers a range of clever economic incentives -- chiefly a market-based system of 
emissions trading, patterned after the highly successful acid rain program in the 1990 Clean Air Act -- to 
help industries keep the costs of compliance low. 
Three hours of debate will be allowed for the McCain-Lieberman forces, three for the opposition. The point 
will undoubtedly be made that America is under no obligation to act as long as developing countries like 
China increase their emissions. The truth is just the reverse: One cannot expect developing nations to do 
anything until the United States, the biggest polluter, takes the lead. McCain-Lieberman is a splendid 
chance to do so. 
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Pete Domenici, an architect of one of the most depressing legislative initiatives in recent Congressional 
history -- the energy bill approved by the House yesterday and headed for a Senate vote -- acknowledged 
recently that it could not withstand close inspection. "We know that as soon as you start reading the 
language, we're duck soup," he said, referring to the bill's embarrassingly long list of special favors for 
legislators and their contributors. 
What should really mortify Mr. Domenici and his Congressional co-conspirators, however, is a report 
by The Times's Keith Bradsher that the Chinese, hardly paragons of virtue on matters relating to energy 
and the environment, are about to impose fuel economy standards on new cars and S.U.V.'s that will be 
significantly stronger than those in the United States. Like President Bush and Congress, the Chinese are 
worried about their increasing reliance on foreign oil. China now imports one-third of its oil, compared 
with 55 percent for the United States. The difference is that the Chinese are ready to do something about 
it, whereas Congress is not; indeed, loopholes in the energy bill could make American cars less efficient than 
they are. And while the Chinese say their main concern is oil dependency, not global warming, more 
efficient cars should help on that score, too. 
And where are America's leaders? Feathering nests, rather than imposing discipline on the nation's fuel 
use, or trying in any serious way to develop alternatives to fossil fuels. Each freshly turned page of this 
monstrous bill brings new evidence of Congressional cupidity: a taxpayer-financed "environmentally 
friendly" shopping mall for Syracuse, an office complex for Atlanta, a riverfront development for 
Shreveport, La. And every senator who wants a coal plant seems to get one. Norm Coleman got one for 
Minnesota a few weeks ago, and at the very last minute, Byron Dorgan got one for North Dakota to go 
with his ethanol subsidies for corn farmers. 
With a price tag that could double the advertised cost of $30 billion, this energy bill is not only 
programmatically flawed but also fiscally irresponsible. The Chinese have provided yet another reason for 
killing it and starting over. 
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The best that can be said of the recently concluded meeting on climate change in Montreal is that the 
countries that care about global warming did not allow the United States delegation to blow the whole 
conference to smithereens. Washington was intent on making sure that the conferees required no more 
of the United States than what it is already doing to restrain greenhouse gas emissions, which amounts to 
virtually nothing. 
At least the Americans' shameful foot-dragging did not bring the entire process to a complete halt, and 
for this the other industrialized countries, chiefly Britain and Canada, deserve considerable praise. It cannot 
be easy for America's competitors to move forward with costly steps to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
while the United States refuses to carry its share of the load. Nevertheless, the Europeans and other 
signatories to the 1997 treaty limiting greenhouse gas emissions -- a treaty the Bush administration has 
rejected -- promised to work toward new and more ambitious targets and timetables when the 
agreement lapses in 2012. 
For its part, the Bush administration deserves only censure. No one expected a miraculous conversion. But 
given the steadily mounting evidence of the present and potential consequences of climate change -- 
disappearing glaciers, melting Arctic ice caps, dying coral reefs, threatened coastlines, increasingly violent 
hurricanes -- one would surely have expected America's negotiators to arrive in Montreal willing to 
discuss alternatives. 
They did not. Instead, the principal negotiators, Paula Dobriansky and Harlan Watson, continued to tout 
the benefits of an approach that combines voluntary reductions by individual companies with further research into 
"breakthrough"technologies. 
That will not work. While a few companies may decide to proceed on their own, the private sector as a 
whole will neither create new technologies nor broadly deploy them unless all countries are required to 
do their share under a regime that combines agreed-upon targets with strong financial incentives for 
reaching them. To believe that companies will spend heavily to reduce emissions while their competitors 
are not doing the same is to believe in the tooth fairy. 
The Europeans are finding solace in the fact that the Americans -- after much kicking and screaming, and 
after public rebukes by Canada's prime minister and a surprise visitor named Bill Clinton -- finally agreed 
to join informal "nonbinding"discussions that will try to entice developing countries like China and India 
into the process. It's certainly true that without the developing nations on board, any effort to keep 
greenhouses gases at manageable levels will be for naught. China, for example, is building coal-fired 
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power plants at a rapid clip and is expected to overtake the United States as the biggest producer of 
greenhouse gases in 20 years. 
But talk is cheap, and nonbinding talk is even cheaper. And talk alone will not get the developing world into 
the game.  
Why should India and China make major sacrifices while the United States, in effect, gets a free ride? 
The battle against global warming will never be won unless America joins it, urgently and enthusiastically. 
Our grandchildren will look back with anger and astonishment if we fail to do so. 
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California, long a leader on environmental issues, has done it again, approving a pathbreaking bill that 
would impose the country's broadest and most stringent controls on emissions of carbon dioxide, the 
main global warming gas. California's action stands in bold and welcome contrast to the federal 
government's reluctance to take aggressive action on a problem of mounting concern among scientists 
and the general public. 
The deal between the state's Democratic leadership and its Republican governor, Arnold 
Schwarzenegger, would reduce California's carbon dioxide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. This is by 
any measure a huge undertaking. It will be up to state agencies, chiefly the California Air Resources 
Board, to work out the details, but the plan allows for market-based mechanisms like emissions trading 
to achieve the maximum possible gains at the lowest cost. 
Of the bill's many architects, the most important were two Democratic members of the Assembly, 
Fabian Nunez and Fran Pavley. Ms. Pavley was also the author of another groundbreaking measure four 
years ago limiting carbon dioxide emissions from cars and light trucks. That measure, which Mr. 
Schwarzenegger also embraces, is now the subject of a lawsuit from the automobile companies and the 
Bush administration. 
Taken together with other state actions -- including an important agreement among several Northeastern 
states to limit carbon dioxide emissions from power plants -- California's assertiveness has suggested to 
some people that the country may be at a transformational moment on climate change, with the states 
leading a powerful "bottom-up"movement to deal with the problem. 
That could well be so, but a global problem cannot be solved by state and regional initiatives, however 
admirable and necessary. There is no real substitute for determined action at the national level, since 
states that make the necessary capital investments to reduce emissions could well end up at a 
temporary economic disadvantage. Nor is there any substitute for American leadership globally; China 
and India, two big polluters and getting bigger, are unlikely to undertake costly controls while the 
world's biggest polluter sits on its hands. 
Given California's size and economic reach, its initiative will surely help. But Congress and President Bush 
are by no means off the hook. 
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If President Bush requires any more proof that he sits on the wrong side of the global warming debate, 
he should listen to his own scientists. An internal draft of a report the administration will soon forward to 
the United Nations shows that his program of voluntary reductions has done little to stop the rise in 
greenhouse gases generated in this country. 
There is no sign that this report will alter Mr. Bush's thinking; he contemptuously dismissed a similar 
report five years ago as bureaucratic boilerplate. But we are hopeful that it will add momentum to the 
bills circulating in Congress that would impose mandatory limits on these gases, a course Mr. Bush has 
opposed since renouncing his own 2000 campaign pledge to do just that. 
The document -- a distillation of expert views in various federal agencies -- will show that Mr. Bush is 
making modest progress towards his goal of making sure that emissions of carbon dioxide and other gases 
grow at a slower rate than the economy. But it will also show that in absolute terms, emissions will grow 
nearly as fast in the next decade as they did in the last, when they increased by 11.6 percent. This is not 
much better than business as usual. And as national policy it is clearly unacceptable. 
The carbon lodged in the atmosphere since the beginning of the Industrial Revolution has already taken a 
toll -- disappearing glaciers, increasingly acidic oceans. The report predicts even graver consequences to 
come, including severe and persistent droughts in the Western United States. Essentially a scientific 
document, the report will not recommend new directions in policy. But its clear message is that stopping 
and then reversing these emissions is the only way to avert real trouble. 
As Congress is beginning to realize, that will require a program of carbon controls at home and a good 
deal of persuasion and technological change abroad, especially in China, which will soon overtake the 
United States as the world's leading emitter of greenhouse gases. 
This page has long lamented that Mr. Bush seems perfectly happy bringing up the rear of a parade he ought 
to be leading. His lack of leadership is all the more noticeable now that so many prominent figures in 
government and business have joined in. 
In January, 10 major corporations announced their support of a mandatory limit on emissions. Two 
regional agreements to cap greenhouse gases -- agreements developed in part by Republican 
governors -- are nearing completion. And Nancy Pelosi, the House speaker, has urged the relevant House 
committees to produce a bill by the summer. 
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Mr. Bush changed his mind once on carbon emissions. He should change it again. The world will thank 
him for doing so. 
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Last week began with a Supreme Court decision declaring that the federal government had the authority to 
regulate greenhouse gas emissions and all but ordering the Bush administration to do so. It ended with a 
report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change -- the world's authoritative voice on global 
warming -- warning that failure to contain these emissions will have disastrous environmental effects, 
especially in poorer countries, which are least able to defend themselves and their people against the 
consequences of climate change. 
One would hope that these events would shake President Bush out of his state of denial and add his 
authority to the chorus of governors, legislators and business leaders calling for an aggressive regulatory 
and technological response to the dangers of global warming. They haven't. When asked about the 
Supreme Court decision, the president said he thought he was already doing enough. 
He argued further that there was little point in the United States' doing any more unless other polluters 
like China acted as well. That ignores the reality that no developing country is going to move unless the 
United States -- which produces one-fourth of the world's emissions with only 5 percent of its population 
-- takes the lead. 
The report from the intergovernmental panel was the second of three due this year. The first concluded 
with "90 percent certainty"that humans had caused the rise in atmospheric temperatures over the last 
half-century. The most recent focused on the consequences, few of them positive. 
The northern latitudes will have longer growing seasons. But elsewhere climate change will lead to 
more severe storms, the flooding of tropical islands and coastlines inhabited by hundreds of millions of 
people, the likely extinction of at least one-fourth of the world's species and, in poorer countries in Asia 
and Africa, drought and hunger. 
Some of these changes have begun. "We're no longer arm-waving with models,"said Martin Parry, the 
co-chairman of the team that wrote the report. But the report also makes clear that while emissions 
already accumulated in the atmosphere make some damage inevitable, the worst can be avoided if the 
world's nations take swift action to stabilize and then reverse emissions. 
What must be avoided, the report said, is a rise of 3 to 5 degrees Fahrenheit, the point at which truly 
devastating effects will begin to kick in. But such a rise is almost inevitable over the next century if the world 
continues to do business as usual. 
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The panel's next paper will discuss alternatives to business as usual. These policies will almost 
certainly require a major shift in the way energy is produced and used, as well as massive investments in 
new technologies. They will also be expensive. But what the world's scientists are telling us, with 
increasing confidence, is that the costs of doing nothing will be far greater than the costs of acting now.  
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Two factors are crucial to the success of any global system to reduce greenhouse gases. One is American 
leadership; the other is China's full participation. Despite President Bush's diffidence, there has been 
mounting pressure for the United States to assume a more aggressive role from mayors, governors, 
some in Congress and, lately, even the Supreme Court. And now there are some modestly encouraging 
signs from China. 
During a visit to Tokyo last week, China's prime minister, Wen Jiabao, announced that his country was 
prepared to take part in negotiations on a new agreement limiting global warming emissions, to replace 
Kyoto Protocol provisions that expire in 2012. China is not subject to the accord's binding emissions 
targets, but its commitment to talk raises real hope that it may be open to the idea. 
Japan and China also agreed to work together to reduce emissions. Both sides have strong economic 
motives for doing so. Japan, already one of the world's most energy-efficient countries, is having a 
hard time further reducing its emissions as required under the Kyoto agreement. It can earn credits to 
help meet its obligations by investing in clean-energy projects in developing countries like China, which 
in turn would help China's economy and give it access to new technologies. 
China may be beginning to grasp that climate change poses a danger to itself as well as everyone else. 
But experts agree that China -- which should soon surpass the United States as the world's leading emitter 
of carbon dioxide -- will never come to grips with the problem until it imposes mandatory limits on 
greenhouse gases as called for by Kyoto and accepted by most industrialized nations, with the United 
States a glaring exception. 
Such caps would be costly medicine, which China is unlikely to swallow as long as the United States 
doesn't do so as well -- thus using America as a cover for inaction just as Mr. Bush is using China to excuse 
his own. The Democrats in Congress could help break that stalemate, and further encourage China to 
engage the issue, by establishing strong and credible emissions limits for this country. 
URL: http://www.nytimes.com 
LOAD-DATE: April 16, 2007 
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DOCUMENT-TYPE: Editorial  
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
 
Copyright 2007 The New York Times Company 
166 
 
 
The New York Times 
                                                                                 June 1, 2007 Friday  
                                                                             Late Edition - Final 
Talk About Warming 
SECTION: Section A; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Playing to the Crowd; Pg. 24  
LENGTH: 468 words 
President Bush has been feeling the heat on global warming. He's been feeling it from Congress, from 
state governors, from the business community and, most recently and powerfully, from America's closest 
foreign allies, who are fed up with his passivity on the issue and desperate for him to show some real 
leadership. 
So yesterday Mr. Bush stepped before the microphones in Washington to announce that he would help 
convene a series of meetings beginning this fall of the worlds' 15 biggest emitters of greenhouse gases 
(the United States is No. 1) to develop a long-term "global strategy"for dealing with climate change. He 
offered no details beyond the general hope that the nations involved would voluntarily establish 
"midterm national targets"and would increase their investments in new and cleaner technologies. 
Given Mr. Bush's history of denial and obstructionism when it comes to climate change, there are good 
reasons to be cynical about this sudden enthusiasm, coming as it does on the eve of the meeting of the 
Group of 8 industrialized nations. 
Most of these nations -- and in particular the meeting's host, Chancellor Angela Merkel of Germany -- were 
deeply offended by the administration's rude rejection of Mrs. Merkel's proposal for deep, mandatory cuts 
in emissions by midcentury. Cuts of up to 80 percent by 2050 have been recommended by many of the 
world's top scientists as necessary to avert the worst consequences of climate change. 
Mr. Bush gave no indication that he is any more sympathetic to Mrs. Merkel's ideas than he was a week 
ago. Indeed, his spokesmen made clear that he remains as hostile as ever to most of the mechanisms 
associated with the 1997 Kyoto accord, which included a firm if modest cap on emissions. Many European 
leaders are still bristling over Condoleezza Rice's 2001 declaration that the treaty was "dead on arrival." 
As rhetoric, some of what Mr. Bush had to say was different and heartening. He acknowledged the 
need for real reductions in greenhouse gases, as opposed to his earlier strategy of allowing increases in 
emissions as long as they did not exceed the rate of economic growth. He said he found the scientific 
evidence of a link between climate change and human activity to be increasingly persuasive. He agreed 
that big developing nations like China and India absolutely had to be part of the solution. 
Yet he remains convinced that technology holds most of the answers and that the regulatory restraints 
that many experts regard as a necessary condition of technological progress are largely unnecessary. He 
says further that his goal is to produce a common strategy in 18 months. This would coincide, roughly 
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speaking, with his departure from public life, suggesting his real goal is to leave the heavy lifting to his 
successor. 
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The coming week could set a record for the number of high-profile hours spent discussing global warming 
and what to do about it. It begins with a special one-day session at the United Nations, at which Al 
Gore will press the case for strong collective action to stop the rise of greenhouse gases. It ends with a 
two-day White House "summit"involving all of the major emitters, including India and China. Both of 
those nations have been conspicuously absent from climate negotiations, but their help in arresting global 
emissions is essential. 
The problem needs all the attention it can get. But if talk is good, it is also cheap. And it will change 
nothing unless it leads to a real treaty with real, and enforceable, limits on the production of greenhouse 
gases. That means a broader and more inclusive version of the Kyoto Protocol, a noble but flawed treaty 
that expires in 2012. 
As we know, firm targets are not what President Bush has in mind. Mr. Bush announced this summit in 
June at a time when he was under serious pressure from scientists, the Supreme Court, his Europeans 
allies and the nation's governors to do something about global warming. He made it clear even then 
that he would continue to resist binding targets of the sort envisioned by Kyoto in favor of voluntary, 
country-by-country agreements -- "aspirational"goals, in the words of his environmental adviser, 
James Connaughton, instead of real ones. If this summit legitimizes an every-nation-for-itself 
approach, it will have been a failure. 
Nor should all the hoopla be allowed to obscure the fact that there are plenty of things that Washington 
can do, should do and is still not doing to start slowing the damage from global warming. 
One obvious step is to let California and 13 other states proceed with stiff new rules aimed at reducing 
greenhouse gases from cars and light trucks. This month, a federal judge, William K. Sessions III, ruled 
that the states should be allowed to proceed. In doing so, he systematically demolished every 
technological and economic argument advanced by the automobile industry as to why it cannot 
significantly improve automobile efficiency. But the states still need a federal waiver to proceed. Mr. 
Bush should grant it. 
Meanwhile, Democratic leaders in the House and Senate should stop inventing endless excuses -- Iraq, a 
crowded calendar, procedural difficulties -- for why they cannot move swiftly to reconcile their two 
energy bills. 
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One of the big sticking points is a Senate provision requiring meaningful improvements in fuel economy. Again 
the automobile companies say they can't do it. History -- and Judge Sessions -- say they can. 
Energy bills are almost always controversial. This year's bills are more problematic than most because 
they contain some tough provisions requiring serious investment in efficiency and major changes in the 
way we create and deliver energy. This is a big test for Democrats. If they cannot deliver an energy bill, 
there's little hope they can ever handle the more complex, but essential, task of producing a 
comprehensive strategy on climate change.  
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One can generate a lot of heartburn thinking about all of the things that would be better about this 
country and the world if the Supreme Court had done the right thing and ruled for Al Gore instead of 
George W. Bush in 2000. Mr. Gore certainly hasn't let his disappointment stop him from putting the time 
since to very good use. 
Yesterday, the Nobel committee celebrated that persistence and awarded the Peace Prize to Mr. Gore and 
a panel of United Nations scientists for their efforts to raise awareness of the clear and present danger of 
global warming. 
The committee said that the former vice president "is probably the single individual who has done 
most"to create worldwide understanding of what needs to be done to halt the damage caused by 
greenhouse gas emissions. It credited the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change for 
creating "an ever-broader informed consensus about the connection between human activities and 
global warming.” 
What the citation didn't mention but needs to be said is that it shouldn't have to be left to a private 
citizen -- even one so well known as Mr. Gore -- or a panel of scientists to raise that alarm or prove what 
is now clearly an undeniable link or champion solutions to a problem that endangers the entire planet. 
That should be, and must be the job of governments. And governments -- above all the Bush 
administration -- have failed miserably. 
There will be skeptics who ask what the Peace Prize has to do with global warming. The committee answered 
that unhesitatingly with its warning that climate change, if unchecked, could unleash massive 
migrations, violent competitions for resources and, ultimately, threaten the "security of mankind." 
There will also be those who complain that this prize -- like the committee's earlier awards to Jimmy 
Carter and the chief United Nations nuclear inspector, Mohamed ElBaradei -- is an intentional slap at 
President Bush. It should be. We only wish that it would finally wake up the president. 
While other leaders are beginning to recognize the urgency of climate change and the need for ambitious 
and costly solutions, Mr. Bush and his administration still drag behind: conceding the obvious only when 
there is no remaining choice, boycotting any initiative that is not their own and rejecting any action that 
might cut into the immediate profits of industry. 
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All this was on depressing display last month at Mr. Bush's summit on global warming, where he again 
refused to accept the necessity of obligatory targets for reducing greenhouse emissions. His refusal to 
lead has made it far easier for China and others to refuse to act. 
Having squandered the last seven years, Mr. Bush is unlikely to change. Mr. Gore and the United Nations 
panel of scientists have shown how much citizens with courage and determination can do. 
Now it's up to Congress, the presidential candidates and other world leaders to take up their challenge and 
the challenge of the Nobel committee. We cannot afford to squander any more time. 
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A week that could have brought important progress on climate change ended in disappointment. 
In Bali, where delegates from 187 countries met to begin framing a new global warming treaty, America's 
negotiators were in full foot-dragging mode, acting as spoilers rather than providing the leadership the 
world needs. 
In Washington, caving to pressures from the White House, the utilities and the oil companies, the Senate 
settled for a merely decent energy bill instead of a very good one that would have set the country on a 
clear path to a cleaner energy future. 
The news from Bali was particularly disheartening. The delegates agreed to negotiate by 2009 a new and 
more comprehensive global treaty to replace the Kyoto Protocol. (Kyoto expires in 2012 and requires that 
only industrialized nations reduce their production of greenhouse gases.) They pledged for the first time 
to address deforestation, which accounts for one-fifth of the world's carbon dioxide emissions. And 
they received vague assurances from China -- which will soon overtake the United States as the biggest 
emitter of greenhouse gases -- and other emerging powers that they would seek "measurable, reportable 
and verifiable"emissions cuts. 
From the United States the delegates got nothing, except a promise to participate in the forthcoming 
negotiations. Even prying that out of the Bush administration required enormous effort. 
Despite pleas from their European allies, the Americans flatly rejected the idea of setting even provisional 
targets for reductions in greenhouse gases. And they refused to give what the rest of the world wanted 
most: an unambiguous commitment to reducing America's own emissions. Without that, there is little 
hope that other large emitters, including China, will change their ways. 
There is some consolation in knowing that the energy bill approved last week included several provisions 
-- among them the first significant improvement in automobile mileage standards in more than 30 years -- 
that over time should begin to reduce the United States' dependency on foreign oil and its output of 
greenhouse gases. The bill would have had much greater impact if the Senate had not killed two important 
provisions opposed by the White House and its big industrial contributors. 
One would have required utilities to generate an increasing share of their power from renewable sources 
like wind. The other would have rolled back about $12 billion in tax breaks granted to the oil companies in 
the last energy bill and used the proceeds to help develop cleaner fuels and new energy technologies. 
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The decision to maintain the tax breaks was particularly shameful. Blessed by $90-a-barrel oil, the 
companies are rolling in profits, and there is no evidence to support the claim that they need these 
breaks to be able to explore for new resources. Yet the White House had the gall to argue that the breaks 
are necessary to protect consumers at the pump, and the Senate was craven enough to go along. 
This Senate will have another chance to provide the American leadership the world needs on climate 
change. An ambitious bipartisan bill aimed at cutting America's greenhouse gas emissions by 70 percent by 
midcentury has been approved by a Senate committee and may come to the floor next year. Though the 
bill is far from perfect and will provoke intense debate, it could offer a measure of redemption for the 
administration's embarrassing failure in Bali. 
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Even allowing for the low expectations we bring to any lame-duck president's final State of the Union 
address, President Bush's brief discussion of climate change seemed especially disconnected from reality: 
from the seriousness and urgency of the problem and from his own responsibility for obstructing 
progress. 
His call for a new international agreement to address global warming was disingenuous, coming as it did 
from a president who rejected the Kyoto Protocol as soon as he moved into the White House. His promise 
to work with other nations on new, low-carbon technologies is one he has been unveiling for the last 
seven years. 
We were told that Mr. Bush's thinking on global warming had evolved. So there were slim hopes that, after 
years of stonewalling, he might agree to work with Congress on a mandatory program of capping carbon 
emissions. That would begin to address the problem at home and give the United States the credibility it 
needs to press other major emitters like China to act. No such luck. Mr. Bush remains wedded to a 
voluntary approach that has not inspired industry to take aggressive action. 
Meanwhile, the stonewalling continues. Despite heavy pressure from Congress and many state 
governors, the Environmental Protection Agency shows no sign of reversing its decision to prohibit 
California and more than a dozen other states from moving forward with aggressive measures to cut 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles. 
Nor has the E.P.A. made any visible effort to comply with the Supreme Court's landmark decision last 
spring requiring the agency to begin regulating carbon dioxide emissions from vehicles. Mr. Bush said he 
would follow the court's order and the E.P.A. promised at least a draft of new regulations by last fall. We 
are still waiting. 
The administration has long trumpeted technology, not regulation, as the answer. There was no 
trumpeting last week, when it unexpectedly canceled FutureGen -- its much-touted, $1.8 billion attempt 
to develop a cutting-edge coal plant that would turn coal to gas, strip out and store underground the 
carbon dioxide that contributes to climate change, and then burn the remaining gas to produce hydrogen 
and electricity. And what of Mr. Bush's hydrogen-powered Freedom Car? That, too, has receded from 
view. 
These setbacks do not mean that government should not seek new technologies to address global 
warming. Continuing research at all levels is vital. The error is placing too much faith in grandiose 
projects and technological leaps to solve a problem that is urgently here and now. The most realistic path 
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to reducing global warming gases is to limit emissions across the economy by putting a price on carbon. 
That would give private industry strong incentives to develop greater efficiencies and cleaner fuels. 
This is the path called for in a bill now before Congress. Sponsored by Senator John Warner and Senator 
Joseph Lieberman, it would impose binding targets on greenhouse gas emissions. It is also the course that 
Mr. Bush has stubbornly and dismayingly resisted since he arrived in Washington. With a year left in office, 
Mr. Bush could still make a difference -- but not with more empty promises and obstruction. 
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This week's summit meeting of major industrialized nations in Japan yielded two important firsts on 
global warming. For once, the Bush administration was not in full foot-dragging mode, joining in a pledge 
to halve global greenhouse gases by midcentury. And the big emerging nations, including China and 
India, agreed to long-range (if unspecified) cuts in emissions. 
For all that good news, summits are usually about vague promises and good intentions, and this one was 
no different. The final agreement establishes no interim goals that would require prompt and 
meaningful investments in cleaner energy. Many scientists believe that cuts of at least 25 percent in 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 are necessary to prevent emissions from reaching a point of no return. 
And as the South Africans dyspeptically but accurately observed, without short-term targets the long-term 
goal is an empty slogan. 
Nor should anyone put too much store in the promises from the emerging countries. 
China and the others made it clear that mature industrial economies like the United States and Europe -- 
whose per capita emissions greatly exceed those of the developing world and who have contributed the 
most to the man-made emissions already in the atmosphere -- must do most of the heavy lifting. They also 
warned that they could not move forward without significant capital investment from the West. 
This was tough talk but, as the industrialized nations conceded, not without a certain historical justice. 
Unfortunately, without the full participation of China, India, Brazil and other fast-growing economies, there 
is no hope of stopping and reversing global warming. 
China may have already passed the United States as the world's biggest emitter of greenhouse gases. 
And according to some calculations, the world's rich countries could shut down their carbon dioxide 
emissions entirely and still not keep atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases from reaching 
unacceptably dangerous levels. 
Last December, the world's nations, large and small, agreed in Bali to negotiate a new and comprehensive 
global treaty by the end of 2009 to replace the Kyoto Protocol. As the Japan summit suggests, this will 
not be easy. But at least the biggest emitters seem willing to sit down in the same room. 
The United States must finally step forward. Much has been made of President Bush's plodding evolution on 
climate change -- from denial to acceptance to, finally, vague pledges to help -- but the truth is, the 
Bush years have been wasted years. 
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Until the United States is willing to make an unambiguous commitment to reducing America's emissions, 
with clear targets and timetables, the rest of the world will keep finding excuses not to do the same. The 
next president and the next Congress must provide that leadership.  
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President Obama had hoped to emerge from this week's Group of 8 summit meeting in Italy with a 
tentative agreement uniting rich and developing nations in a common fight against global warming. 
Instead he got a lesson on how divided the world remains on the issue -- and how hard he will have to 
work to pull off an agreement. 
Mr. Obama was clearly eager to restore America's leadership role. He convened a special side meeting of 
17 nations -- the G-8 plus China, India and seven other developing nations -- that together emit 80 percent 
of the world's greenhouse gases. 
Before the leaders gathered, their negotiators had already settled on a draft communique, committing to 
a 50 percent cut in worldwide greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. The industrial countries would cut theirs by 
80 percent, and the developing countries would make "significant"if unquantified cuts. But on 
Wednesday, things fell apart. The developing nations flatly refused to commit to the 50 percent goal by 
2050. 
It was not immediately clear why they balked. Some repeated an old demand: that the United States and 
the other industrialized nations -- which bear responsibility for the buildup of greenhouse gases since the 
beginning of the industrial revolution -- should do more and do it faster. Otherwise, the developing nations 
would be left with an unfair share of the burden while their economies were expanding rapidly. 
What is clear is that Mr. Obama and the other leaders of the developed world have yet to come up with the 
right mixture of pressure and incentives to get the developing countries to commit. 
The 17 nations did agree to an "aspirational"goal of preventing global temperatures from rising more than 3.6 
degrees Fahrenheit. But with global climate talks in Copenhagen only five months away, aspirational 
goals won't carry things very far. 
If there is any chance of pulling this off, the developed countries are going to have to take away all 
excuses from China, India and other developing nations. The Europeans have already committed to deep 
cuts in their emissions. The United States is doing a lot better under Mr. Obama, but it is still lagging. 
The House's climate change bill requires emissions reductions of only 17 percent from 2005 levels by 2020. 
(The Europeans have pledged themselves to a 20 percent reduction from a much earlier base line, which 
will require much more aggressive cuts.) 
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We know that getting the Senate to do as well as the House won't be easy. But Mr. Obama will have to 
press them to do even better. 
Mr. Obama should also continue to talk to the Chinese, who are now the world's leading emitters of 
greenhouse gases. A host of top administration officials, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton 
included, have made the pilgrimage to Beijing. 
The Europeans are concerned that Mr. Obama and the Chinese will cut a less ambitious side deal and 
undercut a worldwide agreement. There is no evidence to support those suspicions. Mr. Obama, like the 
Europeans, says he wants a strong deal to bring down emissions. Without China's participation, the fight 
against global warming is essentially lost. 
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Yvo de Boer's resignation on Thursday after nearly four tumultuous years as chief steward of the 
United Nations' climate change negotiations has deepened a sense of pessimism about whether the 
world can ever get its act together on global warming. Mr. de Boer was plainly exhausted by endless 
bickering among nations and frustrated by the failure of December's talks in Copenhagen to deliver the 
prize he had worked so hard for: a legally binding treaty committing nations to mandatory reductions in 
greenhouse gases. 
His resignation comes at a fragile moment in the campaign to combat climate change. The Senate is 
stalemated over a climate change bill. The disclosure of apparently trivial errors in the U.N.'s 2007 
climate report has given Senate critics fresh ammunition. And without Mr. de Boer, the slim chances of 
forging a binding agreement at the next round of talks in December in Cancun, Mexico, seem slimmer 
still. 
Yet his departure is hardly the death knell for international negotiations. It is not proof that such talks 
are of no value or that the U.N. negotiating framework in place since 1992 should be abandoned. Even 
Copenhagen, messy as it was, brought rich and poor nations closer together than they had been. And 
more than 90 countries representing 83 percent of the world's greenhouse gases promised, at least 
notionally, to reduce their emissions. 
But his resignation does remind us that the U.N. process is tiring, cumbersome and slow. It reinforces the 
notion that some parallel negotiating track will be necessary if the world is to have any hope of achieving the 
reductions scientists believe are necessary to avert the worst consequences of climate change. 
The Copenhagen pledges, even if all of them are met, will merely stabilize global emissions by 2020. 
What really matters is what happens after 2020, whether the world can achieve reductions of at least 50 
percent by midcentury. That won't happen without big cuts by big emitters like the United States, the 
European Union, China, India and Brazil. 
Even before Copenhagen, global leaders were exploring parallel tracks. Former President George W. 
Bush brought together some of the big emitters, and President Obama has expanded on this idea with the 
Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate, a group of 17 countries that plans to meet regularly. The 
Group of 20 has put climate change high on its agenda, and bilateral efforts -- technology exchanges 
between China and the United States, for instance -- are under discussion. 
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The underlying thought is that the ultimate goal is a safe planet, and that absent a top-down global treaty, 
that goal is probably best achieved by aggressive, bottom-up national strategies to reduce emissions. Not 
that these are a sure thing; the United States, embarrassingly, has no national strategy. Until it gets one, it 
can hardly lecture anyone else. Nor will the world stand a ghost of a chance of bringing emissions under 
control. 
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Given the chaos at last year's global warming meeting in Copenhagen, delegates to this year's sequel in 
Cancun, Mexico, hoped mainly to stop the bleeding. In fact, they did more than keep the battered United 
Nations process alive. Delegates were freed of the expectations of the conference in Copenhagen -- 
which failed to achieve its main objective: a legally binding treaty limiting emissions. And they found 
common ground in a few achievable steps that will increase trust among nations and could form the basis 
for stronger measures down the road. 
Rich countries, for instance, agreed to help poorer ones preserve their tropical forests and adopt cleaner 
energy systems through a new "green fund"that will initially be administered by the World Bank. For 
their part, developing countries agreed to greater transparency in reporting their emissions and their 
progress in reducing them. Transparency had been a huge sticking point with the Chinese, who do not like 
anyone looking over their shoulders. Tough bargaining by the Americans and timely pressure from other 
big developing nations like India brought China on board. 
Saving the United Nations process, however, is not the same as saving the planet; the hard work of 
actually cutting emissions will fall to individual nations, especially the big emitters. It will thus be 
important to continue exploring parallel negotiating on tracks like the Major Economies Forum on 
Energy and Climate, originally convened by President George W. Bush and consisting of 17 big nations 
that account for nearly four-fifths of all emissions; and the Group of 20 industrial nations, which has put 
climate change high on its agenda. 
The principal players, now and in the future, will be the two biggest emitters, the Chinese and Americans. 
They have talked about joint investments in clean energy technologies, and they obviously must keep 
climate change on their bilateral agenda. But, first and foremost, they must tackle their own emissions. 
The Chinese have pledged to cut their carbon intensity -- the rate at which they allow emissions to grow -- 
but what the world will eventually need is net reductions. The United States, embarrassingly enough, 
has no national strategy. Congress's failure to pass a comprehensive climate bill has left President 
Obama with little to work with. Until it gets one, the world has a slim chance of bringing emissions under 
control. 
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As negotiations for next December's U.N. climate treaty in Kyoto enter their final phase, coal, oil and auto-
industry interests are revving up their misinformation campaign. This is exemplified in "Global Warming: 
Industry's Response," by Chrysler Corp. Chairman R. J. Eaton [op-ed, July 17]. 
Eaton has a three-point plan for denying responsibility for the global warming problem: (1) It isn't a 
problem. (2) If it is a problem, we didn't cause it. (3) If we caused it, doing anything about it would be too 
expensive. Surely in running Chrysler, Eaton relies on better science and economic data than that 
contained in this polemic. 
More than 2,000 scientists agree that global warming poses a severe threat. Even British Petroleum CEO 
John Browne said, "There is now an effective consensus that there is a link between the concentration 
of carbon dioxide and the increase in temperature, [and] it would be unwise to ignore the mounting 
concern." And the increase in concentrations -- 25 percent in the past century -- is without doubt due to 
human sources, particularly coal-burning power plants and gasoline-burning cars. U.S. automobiles 
alone contribute more CO 2 to the atmosphere than do all sources in India. 
Opponents of a Kyoto accord argue that even if there is a problem, the United States should not sign up 
to binding pollution limits unless developing countries, such as India and China, agree to similar limits. Yet 
while Americans have more than one vehicle for every licensed driver, most Indians and Chinese are just 
now getting their first refrigerators. While we should encourage India and China to use energy as 
efficiently as possible, insisting that poor countries adopt emission limits on the same schedules as rich 
ones is not only unfair, it is certain to undermine the Kyoto talks. 
On a cumulative basis, industrialized countries are responsible for more than three-quarters of CO 2 
emissions from burning fossil fuels. Once we begin seriously to reduce our own emissions, we can credibly 
insist on phasing in limits for developing countries. In the meantime, well-designed implementation 
policies can ensure that the U.S. economy is not harmed. 
Eaton is right about one thing. Advanced technologies, not tax increases, are the key to achieving large 
reductions in greenhouse gases. The "Supercar" project he touts can make a contribution, but only if 
fuel-efficient vehicles make it out of the laboratory and into mass production. Unfortunately, Chrysler, Ford 
and General Motors have made no such commitment. Meanwhile, Honda announced that 65 percent of 
its '98 Accords sold nationwide will meet California's Low Emission Vehicle standards, and Toyota 
announced plans to market a 60-mile-per-gallon vehicle in Japan starting next year. 
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Advanced technologies such as advanced building designs, fuel cells, advanced wind turbines and solar 
technologies for  generating electric power, and new bioconversion technologies for producing fuels from 
waste materials can slash emissions from power plants, factories, homes and vehicles. 
Following an innovative path could reduce U.S. CO 2 emissions to 10 percent below 1990 levels by 
2010, while boosting economic performance. Consumers would save $ 530 per household per year, and 
the economy would support 800,000 more jobs by 2010 compared with the present path. By 2030, CO 2 
emissions would fall 46 percent. 
Rather than relying on bad science and economics to deny responsibility, major companies like 
Chrysler should acknowledge that global warming poses a serious risk, their products are 
contributing to the risk and with the risk comes an opportunity. The companies that innovate and 
clean up their processes and products will be the companies that thrive in the 21st century. Industry 
should seize this opportunity and support a strong agreement to protect the planet in Kyoto. 
Daniel Lashof is a senior scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council, and Howard Geller is 
executive director of the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. 
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This is a story of greed, passion, addiction (to Middle Eastern oil), danger (from nuclear power), energy 
taxes. . . . Got your attention? Good. Actually, this is a story about global warming and climate change, 
which is about all of the above, and much more. 
Eyes no longer glaze over when ears hear global warming mentioned. Lively, self-interested political 
debate has replaced nebulous scientific calculation as the driving force in an intensive effort to limit the 
release of greenhouse gases that damage the Earth's atmosphere. 
A consensus now seems to exist among the world's political leaders that "there is a discernible human 
influence on global climate," which is affected by gases such as carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous 
oxide rising into the atmosphere. 
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a group of 2,000 prominent scientists, reported that 
finding in 1995, three years after more than 150 countries signed the U.N. framework convention in Rio de 
Janeiro promising to work to reduce global warming. 
Few ever did. The United States, blessed with booming industrial production, was not among the diligent 
few. 
Three weeks from now, the Rio convention signatories will review the convention's effectiveness at 
Kyoto, Japan, where the Clinton administration will push for mandated incentives and penalties that would 
at last regulate greenhouse emissions. 
The U.S. point man on climate change, Undersecretary of State Timothy E. Wirth, gives a succinct mosaic of the 
administration's underlying philosophy and fear: 
"Human beings increase the concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere primarily by the 
burning of fossil fuels -- coal, oil and natural gas -- and through a number of other industrial processes. . 
.. Since the Industrial Revolution in the 18th century, the concentration in the atmosphere of carbon 
dioxide has risen 30 percent" and the Earth has warmed by 1 degree Fahrenheit. 
Wirth and others argue passionately that this dangerous trend will accelerate exponentially in the decade 
to come as China, India and other developing countries industrialize. Cheap, environmentally dirty energy 
sources such as coal will power that industrialization, unless global limits are negotiated now and 
somehow enforced. 
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Treasury Department officials, industry lobbyists and oil-producing countries argue just as strongly that 
the projections are unreliable or dead wrong, adding that carbon limits will harm the U.S. and world 
economy. 
President Clinton has to some extent split the differences in choosing the U.S. targets to be presented at 
Kyoto, pleasing neither oil companies nor the environmentalists. But Clinton has moved the debate 
significantly forward by implicitly accepting the thesis argued by Wirth and others that the world must 
now face up to the need for a global energy policy to guide mankind's future use of coal, oil and nuclear 
power. 
Wirth, a former senator from Colorado, is too savvy to describe the plan he is pushing as a global 
energy policy. He knows the alarm bells that would set off here. Already the Heritage Foundation warns that 
the Clintonites want to "force Americans to sacrifice their personal and economic freedom to the whims 
of a new international bureaucracy." 
Energy policies have been out of vogue in Washington since Jimmy Carter styled his effort to cut oil imports 
and raise energy taxes as "the moral equivalent of war." Ronald Reagan and George Bush kept King Fahd's 
phone number handy as their energy policy. 
Clinton made the first big retreat of his presidency by abandoning legislation calling for a sensible energy-
use tax rather than fight congressional Democrats from oil-producing states. Since then he has avoided 
the subject, painfully aware that national energy taxes are a non-starter in the Lott-Gingrich Congress of 
today. 
But Clinton is beginning to push energy conservation and efficiency in his foreign policy. His approval of 
selling U.S. nuclear reactors to China was based to a great extent on Wirthian arguments about how 
China, and India, must be persuaded to move from coal to more efficient energy sources such as oil, 
natural gas and nuclear energy. Increasing the use of nuclear power plants in the developed world is also 
an invisible but inevitable outcome of the limits Clinton is seeking at Kyoto. 
Fortunes will be made or unmade in the energy business at Kyoto, and the lobbying around the conference 
is fierce. The European Union, in a burst of rank hypocrisy, slams Clinton's balanced targets as insufficient, 
while arguing that the developing world should not be required to cut carbon emissions now. The 
European posturing makes Kyoto more difficult than it has to be. 
But the Kyoto meeting is certain to generate new thinking about the need for national and international 
energy policies. From that standpoint alone be a success for Bill Clinton's careful, circuitous but clear 
leadership on this issue -- at a moment when this beleaguered president needs one. 
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The Washington Post 
December 07, 1997, Sunday, Final Edition 
The Kyoto Challenge 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. C06  
LENGTH: 660 words 
THE UNITED STATES faces an extraordinarily difficult challenge as it seeks, during the next three days, to 
negotiate an international treaty on climate change with the rest of the world's nations in Kyoto, Japan. 
This is so not only because the Clinton administration's standard bearer on this issue, Undersecretary of 
State Tim Wirth, bailed out to accept a job in the private sector just before this climactic conference was 
to begin. Nor are we referring here to the administration's last-minute decision to send Vice President 
Gore to Kyoto to deliver a 10-minute speech, hold a few meetings and then fly home, a contribution of 
uncertain value but one that will, as one White House wag put it, at least demonstrate that Mr. Gore is 
willing to "go the extra 27,000 miles" for the cause. Even the administration's long delay in coming up 
with a position is not the chief stumbling block here. 
No, the real difficulty lies in the issue itself. Global warming presents a long-term challenge; it is serious 
but not urgent, it has been said, while politicians excel at problems that are urgent but not serious. 
There's no question that human activity -- particularly the burning of oil, gas and coal -- will affect the 
earth's climate, increasingly so over the coming decades. There's no question, either, that the risks of this 
unprecedented human impact on climate include flooding, severe storms, droughts, pestilence and more. 
These risks are not imminent, however, and they cannot be quantified or predicted with any reliability. 
And therein lies the quandary: If we wait to take action until the risks are clearer, we may well be too late 
to avoid harm. But the alternative is to act before knowing whether the actions are worth the cost. 
And that, of course, leads to the second great difficulty: There are costs associated with most measures 
aimed at curbing the emission of greenhouse gases that cause global warming. These costs are likely to 
include a slowing of economic growth and job creation; even if the most optimistic scenarios come true 
and there is no overall economic injury, some countries, regions and companies will pay. At the same 
time, in the face of inaction, the cost of climate change wouldn't be shared equally, either -- start with the 
low-lying island nations that could, quite literally, disappear. That's why an oil producer like Saudi Arabia is 
in Kyoto lobbying against any effective treaty, while a small island state like Antigua is desperate for 
results. 
The United States bears a special responsibility. With less than one-twentieth of the world's 
population, the U.S. produces more than one-fifth of its greenhouse gas. It promised, back in 1992, to rein 
in the growth in its emissions and wrestle them back down to 1990 levels by the year 2000. Instead, the 
graph points steadily up: U.S. emissions will be, if current trends persist, 12 percent higher than 1990 
levels by the year 2000 -- and 34 percent higher by the year 2010. It's true that China, with its huge 
population and rapid economic growth, will overtake the United States in annual emission totals by the 
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year 2015, and that it must eventually be part of any global solution. But China and other poor countries 
have a legitimate claim to see real signs of U.S. commitment before they agree to compromise or slow 
their own economic development. 
 It was never realistic to expect that Kyoto would solve all problems and end this conversation. The world 
needs time to test and evaluate the best methods, technological and political, to slow greenhouse-gas 
emission. But even modest progress isn't assured, given the rifts still separating developed world from 
developing, Europe from the United States. The responsibility to compromise lies on all the parties. But 
whatever emerges or doesn't emerge from Kyoto, the responsibility to move beyond rhetoric and failed 
voluntary measures lies most heavily on the world's biggest polluter. 
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The Washington Post 
November 15, 1998, Sunday, Final Edition 
A Warming Trend 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. C06  
LENGTH: 513 words 
THE DOGMATIC divisions of the climate change debate are giving way to practical progress. The 
business community, united not so long ago against any measures to combat global warming, 
increasingly is playing a constructive role. Now developing countries, which also had maintained a 
defiant and unhelpful cohesion, are beginning to look for ways to cooperate and move forward, too. All of 
this makes it both more urgent, and more possible, for the United States to improve its record. 
Human activity -- driving cars, burning coal, manufacturing -- produces carbon dioxide and other 
gases that increasingly are accumulating in the atmosphere. Most scientists now agree that this 
accumulation over time will alter the earth's climate, very likely with destructive if still unpredictable 
consequences. Rapid warming, coastal flooding and more severe droughts and storms are some of the 
unpleasant possibilities. The case for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, without taking radical or 
impoverishing steps, is strong. Fortunately, many of the technologies that will prove useful to combat 
climate change have other benefits as well, in energy efficiency and pollution prevention. 
Last week the United States and other nations sent representatives to a conference in Buenos Aires 
where they debated how to implement the Kyoto treaty, which commits industrialized nations to reduce 
their emissions over the coming decade. The task of dividing up the atmosphere, or responsibility for it, 
is understandably complex, not to be concluded in one or two or five meetings. But the deliberations 
were gratifyingly businesslike and free of ideological posturing. Two courageous developing nations, 
Argentina and Kazakhstan, broke ranks to say that they, like the rich countries, will accept binding limits 
on gas emissions, though not in a way that will restrict their opportunities to prosper. Others, including 
Chile, Mexico and South Korea, are said to be considering comparable steps. Truculent oppositionists such 
as China, India and Saudi Arabia find themselves more isolated. 
The Clinton administration last week signed the Kyoto treaty, a symbolic step intended to strengthen its 
international bargaining position. The Senate won't ratify the treaty, and the administration won't submit it 
until more developing countries sign on. Rightly, the United States also continues to lobby for rules that 
give each country maximum flexibility in deciding how to reach its target and that allow room for free-
market mechanisms to work. 
But American pleadings abroad will fail unless matched by progress at home; the United States after all 
remains the world's biggest source of greenhouse gases. One major advance would be legislation, such 
as that sponsored by Sens. Mack, Chafee and Lieberman, to encourage early, voluntary action by U.S. 
companies. Congress so far has been mostly an impediment to progress. But the Just Say No caucus can 
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no longer rely on a like-minded industry alliance as a crutch, nor on a recalcitrant developing world bloc 
as an excuse. 
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Rethinking Kyoto 
SECTION: Editorial; A30  
LENGTH: 538 words 
NOT MANY PEOPLE really like the Kyoto Treaty on global warming. President Bush's domestic 
opponents criticized him for abruptly abandoning attempts to ratify it when he took office in 2001, 
conveniently forgetting that the Senate had voted 95 to 0 to reject it in 1997, a margin that surely reflects 
broad bipartisan opposition. Among the many European countries that have also complained loudly 
about the United States' failure to ratify the treaty, only two, Britain and Sweden, are actually on track 
to meet Kyoto's targets for reduction of greenhouse gases. This week the European Union's 
environment commissioner sent a scolding letter to all 15 member countries, complaining that the 
trend of emissions is "going in the wrong direction." Canada, which has also assailed the United States 
for abandoning the Kyoto accord, may now be close to also pulling out of the treaty. Worse, an 
unforeseen flaw in the treaty's design has left Russia, not a country with a deep commitment to the 
environment, with an effective veto over the whole affair. Russia is now being coy about whether it will 
ratify, apparently hoping that it can extract advantages from Western Europe in exchange for doing so. 
Perhaps because this situation is coming to a head just as a United Nations meeting on climate change is 
taking place in Milan, some people are describing it as a "crisis." But it is also possible to look at the 
prospective demise of the treaty as a wonderful political opportunity for the United States. The Bush 
administration may have been right to abandon the treaty, given its unrealistic targets and its failure to 
include developing nations such as China. But the president did so in a manner that almost seemed 
designed to offend the rest of the world. Mr. Bush now has the chance to reverse the world's impression 
of the United States as bloated, polluting and selfish and to help ameliorate the effects of global 
warming at the same time. 
At the moment American diplomacy on this issue is not nearly vigorous enough. The administration's 
stated approach -- to call for investment in new technologies that can reduce emissions -- isn't 
inherently wrong, but it is incomplete. Newer, cleaner and cheaper technologies are needed, and the 
United States should help the rest of the world acquire them. But companies must have an incentive to 
invent such technologies as well as to install them. A new treaty containing more acceptable but 
nevertheless mandatory emissions targets for both industrialized and developing nations has to be part 
of the equation as well. Hard though it will be for this administration, some form of mea culpa -- or at 
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least open acknowledgment that the United States has been rhetorically out of step with the rest of the 
world – is necessary too. No one at this point will believe any American statements about climate change 
unless they come from the very top, and even then it will be difficult. In recent weeks, White House 
officials have been telling anyone who would listen that the president really is interested in climate 
change, and that he does care about lowering carbon emissions. The president should say so himself and 
seize this opportunity to rejoin the international debate. 
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                                                                                              Final Edition 
Kyoto Ratification 
SECTION: Editorial; B06  
LENGTH: 452 words 
FOLLOWING RUSSIAN President Vladimir Putin's long-awaited signature Friday, the Kyoto Protocol on 
climate change will finally go into effect. Mr. Putin has not decided to ratify the treaty because his 
compatriots suddenly saw the light and decided to become environmentalists, although some will try to 
portray it that way. In fact, the Russians bargained hard, winning European endorsement for World Trade 
Organization membership in exchange for their signature. Moreover, Russia will gain financially from the 
treaty, because it is based on a requirement that signatories reduce their greenhouse gas emissions from 
1990 levels. Russia's industrial output has collapsed since then, along with greenhouse gas emissions. No 
regulation, taxes or pollution controls are necessary. 
In this sense, Russia is not alone. Britain, which has pushed hard for ratification of the treaty, also stands 
to gain, thanks to the country's move away from coal. China and India, which ratified it, are not, as 
"developing countries," required to meet any emissions targets at all. The United States, by contrast, 
would find compliance with the treaty extremely expensive: Meeting the targets here as well as in 
some other countries, such as Canada and Japan, would almost certainly reduce economic growth. Yet 
even advocates concede that the treaty will have virtually no effect on global warming. Its international 
impact is too narrow, particularly because there is no clear sanction for countries that do not meet their 
global obligations. For those reasons, it is hardly surprising that the Senate refused to ratify the Kyoto 
treaty. It makes no sense to sign a mostly symbolic treaty, to pay a huge economic cost and to get only 
a negligible environmental gain in return, particularly when it isn't clear that others are going to comply. 
None of which is to say that the Bush administration was right to walk away from the negotiating table. 
The administration's abrupt abandonment of the treaty in 2001 was bad diplomacy, and it has cast a pall 
over transatlantic relations ever since. But there is a chance to regain some ground during further rounds 
of the Kyoto process that are due to take place over the next several years. Entering his second term, the 
president has a fresh opportunity to state clearly that America is interested in halting global warming 
and to advocate more equitable and possibly more unorthodox means to do so. An international effort to 
find alternatives to fossil fuels, for example, could ultimately prove far more beneficial than the Kyoto 
protocol. But that will be possible only if the president decides he cares enough about the issue, and 
enough about diplomacy, to remain at the table. 
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                       Final Edition 
Anticlimax 
SECTION: Editorial; B06 
LENGTH: 582 words 
EXPECTATIONS for what could be achieved at last week's Group of Eight summit in Scotland were too high, 
as they often are. A three-day meeting between the leaders of the richest Western economies and Japan, 
plus Russia, is never a substitute for the years of negotiation that are needed to bring about major changes 
to international aid or environmental policy. Worse, whatever momentum the meeting might have achieved 
was destroyed by the bomb attacks in London on Thursday. 
Nevertheless, some agreements were reached. Of the two issues on the agenda, African poverty 
attracted the most consensus. The British prime minister and summit president, Tony Blair, persuaded his 
colleagues to double their aid to Africa by 2010 and to contribute up to $3 billion a year for the next three 
years to the Palestinians as well. If, when all of the fine print is revealed, this proves to be new money 
and not merely aid already promised, these are substantial figures. Still, on the issues that are, in the 
long run, even more important to the improvement of African economies -- the elimination of Western 
agricultural export subsidies that make it impossible for farmers in developing countries to compete, and 
the cancellation of African debt -- the leaders only agreed to agree. The real test of the eight leaders' 
commitment to finding a permanent solution to African poverty will come overtime. Are they willing to fight 
domestic political opposition from their own farmers? Both President Bush and Mr. Blair claim they are, 
but the proof will be in the achievement, not the promise. 
On climate change, the eight did not reach consensus. But the final G-8 statement was more interesting 
than many of the activists in Scotland were willing to acknowledge. For one, Mr. Bush consented to a 
communiqué declaring that human activity is largely responsible for the greenhouse gases that lead 
to global warming, something his administration has not always been willing to concede. More 
important, the leaders agreed that any accord on global warming must include "major emerging 
economies," meaning China, India and other developing countries where production of greenhouse gases 
is expected to increase rapidly over the next few years. This is an important recognition of reality on the 
part of the Europeans who support the Kyoto Protocol on global warming: Without the inclusion of 
developing economies, mandatory greenhouse gas controls could simply hamper Western growth without 
having much environmental impact. But because the administration has neither put forward a true alternative 
to Kyoto nor proposed a meaningful domestic alternative to ever-higher fossil fuel consumption, the rest of 
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the communiqué, including calls for measures to increase energy efficiency and the use of cleaner fuels, 
had little value. 
In the end, the most important function of G-8 meetings is not their precise agreements but their 
power to focus international attention on particular problems. In this sense, the meeting was only a 
partial success. Mr. Blair had hoped to draw the world's gaze away from the war on terrorism and toward 
the global problems of poverty and climate change. Until Thursday, he looked like he was succeeding (in 
part with the help of a slew of rock stars), and he did draw more attention to African issues than anyone 
had in a long time. But in the wake of the London bombings, Western leaders are more likely, and 
rightly, to intensify their focus on terrorism once again. 
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After America's Eclipse 
BYLINE: Fareed Zakaria  
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Two things were missing from the World Economic Forum at Davos last week: snow (which arrived 
eventually) and America-bashing (which did not). There were lots of American businessmen, activists and 
intellectuals. There were even a few senior American officials -- though no star speaker. But for the first 
time I can remember, America was somewhat peripheral. There were few demands, complaints or tantrums 
directed at the United States. In this small but significant global cocoon, people seemed to be moving 
beyond America. 
"There has always been a talk by a senior American official as one of the centerpieces of the forum," said 
a European who has advised the forum for many years and who asked to remain anonymous because of 
his relations with U.S. officials. "And in the past, people eagerly anticipated who that would be -- Colin 
Powell, Dick Cheney, Condoleezza Rice. This year almost no one inquired. We expected disappointment. 
But there was none. No one even noticed." 
Part of the reason is that people are moving beyond George W. Bush. Europeans and Middle Easterners in 
particular used to rail against Bush. Now they think their views about him and his policies -- whether on 
Iraq, global warming or unilateralism -- have been vindicated. Besides, he's a lame duck, his weakness 
on full display in last week's plaintive State of the Union address. 
But there may be a larger phenomenon at work. This year's conference theme was "Shaping the Global 
Agenda: The Shifting Power Equation." The emphasis was on that shift in power, with speakers foretelling 
the rise of Asia (and implicitly, the decline of America and Europe). 
America is certainly in a trough -- with Bush in his last years, with the United States mired in Iraq, with 
hostility toward Washington still high almost everywhere. But we might also be getting a glimpse of what 
a world without America would look like. It would be free of American domination but perhaps also free 
of leadership -- a world in which problems fester and the buck is endlessly passed until situations 
explode. 
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Listen to the new powers. China, which in three years will probably become the world's biggest emitter 
of carbon dioxide, is determined not to be a leader in dealing with global environmental issues. "The ball 
is not in China's court," said Zhu Min, executive vice president of the Bank of China and a former senior 
government official. "The ball is in everybody's court." India's brilliant planning czar, Montek Singh 
Ahluwalia, said that "every country should have the same per capita rights to pollution." 
In the abstract that's logical enough, but in the real world, if 2.4 billion people (the population of China 
plus India) pollute at average Western levels, you will have a global meltdown. 
German Chancellor Angela Merkel called for a new round of trade talks and asked that everyone be 
"flexible." In fact, the United States has exhibited considerable flexibility, relaxing its position on many 
contentious issues, including agricultural subsidies. France, that eloquent critic of U.S. unilateralism, has 
refused to budge on its lavish subsidies for farmers. As a result, the European Union is fractured and 
paralyzed. 
For their part, Brazil, China and India speak of flexibility in the abstract but have made no new proposals. 
The ball for every problem is in everybody's court, which means that it is in nobody's court. 
This free ride can't last forever. The global system -- economic, political, social -- is not self-managing. 
Global economic growth has been a fantastic boon, but it produces stresses that have to be handled. 
Without some coordination, or first mover -- or, dare one say it, leader -- such management is more 
difficult. 
The world today bears some resemblance to the 1920s, when a newly globalized economy was booming, 
and science and technological change (electricity, radio, movies, cars) were transforming life. But with 
Britain declining and America isolationist, that was truly a world without political direction. Eventually 
protectionism, nationalism, xenophobia and war engulfed it. 
In a provocative essay in the journal Foreign Policy three years ago, historian Niall Ferguson speculated that 
the end of American hegemony might not fuel an orderly shift to a multipolar system but a descent 
into a world of highly fragmented powers, with no one exercising leadership. He called this "apolarity." 
"Apolarity could turn out to mean an anarchic new Dark Age," Ferguson wrote, "an era of waning 
empires and religious fanaticism; of economic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of 
economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves." That might be a little 
farfetched. But for those waiting for the waning of American dominance -- be careful what you wish for. 
The writer is editor of Newsweek International. He co-hosts, with The Post's David Ignatius, PostGlobal, an 
online discussion of international issues at blog.washingtonpost.com/postglobal. His e-mail address is 
comments@fareedzakaria.com. 
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Global Warming and Hot Air 
BYLINE: Robert J. Samuelson  
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LENGTH: 954 words 
You could be excused for thinking that we'll soon do something serious about global warming. Last Friday, 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) -- an international group of scientists -- concluded 
that, to a 90 percent probability, human activity is warming the Earth. Earlier, Democratic congressional 
leaders made global warming legislation a top priority; and 10 big U.S. companies (including General 
Electric and DuPont) endorsed federal regulation. Strong action seems at hand. 
Don't be fooled. The dirty secret about global warming is this: We have no solution. About 80 percent of 
the world's energy comes from fossil fuels (coal, oil, natural gas), the main sources of man-made 
greenhouse gases. Energy use sustains economic growth, which -- in all modern societies -- buttresses 
political and social stability. Until we can replace fossil fuels or find practical ways to capture their 
emissions, governments will not sanction the deep energy cuts that would truly affect global warming. 
Considering this reality, you should treat the pious exhortations to "do something" with skepticism, 
disbelief or contempt. These pronouncements are (take your pick) naive, self-interested, misinformed, 
stupid or dishonest. Politicians mainly want to be seen as reducing global warming. Companies want to 
polish their images and exploit markets created by new environmental regulations. As for editorialists and 
pundits, there's no explanation except superficiality or herd behavior. 
Anyone who honestly examines global energy trends must reach these harsh conclusions. In 2004, world 
emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2, the main greenhouse gas) totaled 26 billion metric tons. Under plausible 
economic and population assumptions, CO2 emissions will grow to 40 billion tons by 2030, projects the 
International Energy Agency. About three-quarters of the increase is forecast to come from developing 
countries, two-fifths from China alone. The IEA expects China to pass the United States as the largest 
source of carbon dioxide by 2009. 
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Poor countries won't sacrifice economic growth -- lowering poverty, fostering political stability -- to 
placate the rich world's global warming fears. Why should they? On a per-person basis, their carbon 
dioxide emissions are only about one-fifth the level of rich countries. In Africa, less than 40 percent of 
the population even has electricity. 
Nor will existing technologies, aggressively deployed, rescue us. The IEA studied an "alternative 
scenario" that simulated the effect of 1,400 policies to reduce fossil fuel use. Fuel economy for new U.S. 
vehicles was assumed to increase 30 percent by 2030; the global share of energy from "renewables" (solar, 
wind, hydropower, biomass) would quadruple, to 8 percent. The result: by 2030, annual carbon dioxide 
emissions would rise 31 percent instead of 55 percent. The concentration levels of emissions in the 
atmosphere (which presumably cause warming) would rise. 
Since 1850, global temperatures have increased almost 1 degree Celsius. Sea level has risen about 
seven inches, though the connection is unclear. So far, global warming has been a change, not a calamity. 
The IPCC projects wide ranges for the next century: temperature increases from 1.1 degrees Celsius to 6.4 
degrees; sea level rises from seven inches to almost two feet. People might easily adapt; or there might 
be costly disruptions (say, frequent flooding of coastal cities resulting from melting polar ice caps). 
I do not say we should do nothing, but we should not delude ourselves. In the United States, the favored 
remedy is "cap and trade." It's environmental grandstanding -- politicians pretending they're doing 
something. 
Companies would receive or buy quotas ("caps") to emit carbon dioxide. To exceed the limits, they'd 
acquire some other company's unused quotas ("trade"). How simple. Just order companies to cut 
emissions. Businesses absorb all the costs. 
But in practice, no plausible "cap and trade" program would significantly curb global warming. To do that, 
quotas would have to be set so low as to shut down the economy. Or the cost of scarce quotas would 
skyrocket and be passed along to consumers through much higher energy prices. Neither outcome seems 
likely. Quotas would be lax. The program would be a regulatory burden with little benefit. It would also 
be a bonanza for lobbyists, lawyers and consultants, as industries and localities besieged Washington 
for exceptions and special treatment. Hello, influence-peddling and sleaze. 
What we really need is a more urgent program of research and development, focusing on nuclear 
power, electric batteries, alternative fuels and the capture of carbon dioxide. Naturally, there's no 
guarantee that socially acceptable and cost-competitive technologies will result. But without them, 
global warming is more or less on automatic pilot. Only new technologies would enable countries -- 
rich and poor -- to reconcile the immediate imperative of economic growth with the potential hazards 
of climate change. 
Meanwhile, we could temper our energy appetite. I've argued before for a high oil tax to prod Americans 
to buy more fuel-efficient vehicles. The main aim would be to limit insecure oil imports, but it would also 
check CO2 emissions. Similarly, we might be better off shifting some of the tax burden from wages and 
profits to a broader tax on energy or carbon. That would favor more fuel-efficient light bulbs, appliances 
and industrial processes. 
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It's a debate we ought to have -- but probably won't. Any realistic response would be costly, uncertain and 
no doubt unpopular. That's one truth too inconvenient for almost anyone to admit. 
LOAD-DATE: February 7, 2007  
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DOCUMENT-TYPE: Column  
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
Copyright 2007 The Washington Post 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
202 
 
 
 
                         The Washington Post 
                      June 3, 2007 Sunday 
                      Bulldog Edition 
Mr. Bush Warms Up; 
The president joins the climate-change debate -- finally. 
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SHOULD WE be grateful that President Bush has acknowledged the impact of greenhouse gases on the 
Earth's climate and environment? After six years of questioning the science behind the warnings about 
global warming and vigorously resisting efforts to do anything about the problem, he claimed Thursday 
that the United States is ready to take the lead on global climate policy. Mr. Bush wants to convene a 
series of meetings with the Greenhouse Gas 15, the largest emitters in the world, to "set a long-term 
global goal for reducing greenhouse gases" that would be effective after 2012. That's when the Kyoto 
Protocol, which mandates global emissions reductions and which the United States never ratified, 
expires. 
There are ample grounds for cynicism in considering this gambit. First, an international forum already 
exists. The administration says that the Bush-proposed talks are meant to complement the United 
Nations framework that drove Kyoto and that the administration's plan will drive second-phase talks in 
Bali later this year. But will a second forum serve as a spur or a distraction? Second, the president 
wants the Greenhouse Gas 15 to come up with something by the end of 2008. That's both suspiciously 
quick-- it took years for Kyoto to go into effect -- and suspiciously late, given that Mr. Bush will leave 
office a few weeks after. 
And then there's the absence of binding commitments in Mr. Bush's vision; he's thinking about 
"aspirational goals," as described by White House environmental adviser Jim Connaughton. Mr. Bush is 
right to bring into the discussion China and India, two economic powerhouses that thus far have 
shown no more inclination than the United States to accept binding international limits on greenhouse 
gas emissions. He's right, too, that new technologies have to be part of the mix of ameliorations for 
global climate change. But he can't expect his voluntary, national approach to be taken seriously unless 
America leads by example -- which means Mr. Bush would put before Congress a carbon-tax or cap-
and-trade proposal to address climate change. Without that, it's just talk. 
If there's a silver lining in the president's actions, it's that talk sometimes can take on a life of its own. The 
president has joined a dialogue that he had studiously avoided and has placed a marker that must be 
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dealt with. The upshot, early in the next presidency, if not during his, could be an emissions reduction 
program that finally pulls the United States, China and India off the sidelines.  
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                 September 30, 2007 Sunday 
                 Bulldog Edition 
Mr. Bush Gets Warmer; 
But the president still resists mandatory limits on global carbon 
emissions. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. B06  
LENGTH: 368 words 
PRESIDENT Bush's speech at the Major Economies Meeting on Energy Security and Climate Change at the 
State Department on Friday was neatly summed up by German Environment Minister Sigmar Gabriel: "This 
here was a great step for the Americans and a small step for mankind. In substance, we are still far 
apart." 
That Mr. Bush was even acknowledging that global warming is a real and pressing problem, let alone 
hosting a two-day conference on climate change with the 16 largest emitters of carbon dioxide in the 
world, is a remarkable turn of events. After all, he's spent most of his presidency questioning the science 
underpinning the warnings about global warming and opposing efforts to do anything substantive 
about the problem. Mr. Bush's rejection of the Kyoto Protocol, which mandates reductions in global 
carbon emissions, still sticks in the craw of Mr. Gabriel and other European ministers. Their self-
righteousness is undercut by their own failure to meet the mandatory carbon-reduction standards set out 
by the treaty, which expires in 2012. 
But Mr. Bush's great step was a small step for humanity because he did not budge from his insistence 
that whatever action the nations take be voluntary. "We will set a long-term goal for reducing global 
greenhouse gas emissions," he said. "Each nation will design its own separate strategies for making 
progress toward achieving this long-term goal." Mr. Bush said he will meet with heads of government 
next summer to finalize the goal. Even with the "strong and transparent system for measuring our progress 
toward meeting the goal we set" that Mr. Bush called for, the voluntary approach is just not going to fly. 
The United States must lead, and the only way it can do so is by instituting its own binding carbon dioxide 
reduction program on U.S. industry. 
Putting a price on carbon and letting the market sort out how to respond would not only reduce emissions, 
it would also bolster the president's push to get industry to develop the technologies to keep carbon 
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emissions low without stunting economic growth. Until then, developing nations that were left out of the 
Kyoto accord, such as India and China, have no reason to take serious action themselves. 
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Greenhouse Inertia; 
A U.N. report highlights U.S. paralysis in addressing climate change. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A36  
LENGTH: 483 words 
THE CLARION call for action to address the pernicious progression of global warming grew louder with 
the release of the final report from the United Nations' Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change last 
weekend. The sobering findings, which synthesize the three previous reports from the group, confirm 
with greater certainty that global warming is real but could be slowed if the world's governments make 
tough decisions now to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions heating up the planet. Our hope is that the 
report will speed the glacial pace of action in Washington. But that would be a very big hope. 
Until this summer, President Bush had questioned the science behind climate-change warnings for 
nearly seven years and had resisted efforts to address the problem. Mr. Bush's September summit at the 
State Department of the world's 16 major carbon dioxide emitters was a nice gesture. Bringing to the 
table India and China, which is expected to surpass the United States as the planet's No. 1 carbon 
emitter, was good. Yet Mr. Bush's continued opposition to binding commitments in favor of voluntary 
reductions -- "aspirational goals," as described by his environmental adviser, James L. Connaughton -- is 
not the decisive leadership the world is looking for. 
That lack of leadership from the White House has led states to act unilaterally. Governors are signing 
regional agreements to cap greenhouse gas emissions. California, Montana and Utah signed one last week. 
Fourteen states have adopted California's tough tailpipe emissions standards. Yet, approval from the 
Environmental Protection Agency has been two years in coming -- if it comes at all. Court cases from 
federal district courts right up to the Supreme Court have beaten back challenges to states' proactive 
policies. 
Inertia afflicts both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue. Congress is just beginning to hash out a cap-and-trade 
policy that would put a price on carbon. If properly designed and administered, it would reduce CO2 
emissions and push industry to adopt technologies that would increase efficiency. Meanwhile, energy 
bills passed separately by the House and Senate have not moved since summer because each chamber 
approved legislation that contains provisions killed by the other. While the House punted on raising the 
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corporate average fuel economy standard to 35 mpg but pushed through standards for renewable energy 
sources, the Senate approved only a hike in CAFE standards. 
Intense negotiations are underway on Capitol Hill to take up CAFE standards, renewable energy and tax 
incentives for clean energy development in separate votes. This is encouraging news, and we urge 
House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) to come to an 
agreement. Washington must pass legislation that finally shows the world it is ready to take on climate 
change in a significant and meaningful way. 
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                December 18, 2007 Tuesday 
            Regional Edition 
Stalling in Bali; 
The Bush administration continues to say one thing and do another on 
climate change. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A24  
LENGTH: 442 words 
THE BUSH administration wants everyone to believe that all along it has taken the threat of global 
warming as seriously as the rest of the world has. Advisers point to Mr. Bush's comments on climate 
change made as early as 2001 and to the nibbling-at-the-edges actions he has taken on research, 
regulation and funding. Then rhetoric meets reality, as it did at the climate talks in Bali. 
Representatives of 187 nations were in the Indonesian resort destination for almost two weeks this 
month trying to plot a road map to a successor treaty to the Kyoto Protocol, which mandated reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions by 36 industrialized countries and which expires in 2012. The European Union and 
other countries wanted binding emissions reductions of 25 to 40 percent by 2020. As he has consistently, 
Mr. Bush said no. 
That's not to say something good didn't come out of Bali. The new framework agreement calls on 
developing nations, such as India and China, to consider adopting national policies to address their 
respective greenhouse gas emissions that are "measurable, reportable and verifiable." But the heavy 
lifting for both developed and developing countries will be done in treaty negotiations over the next two 
years. 
The administration's resistance to mandatory cuts led U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon to declare last 
week that the proposed reductions may be "too ambitious." He added: "Practically speaking, this will have 
to be negotiated down the road." Practically speaking, down the road means when there is a new 
American president. Palming off the leadership and the tough decisions that go with it to his successor 
seems to be fine with Mr. Bush. 
Congress and the states shouldn't wait. The Senate will take up the Lieberman-Warner Climate 
Security Act next month. Sponsored by Sens. Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) and John W. Warner (R-Va.), 
the bill would put a price on carbon through a declining cap in greenhouse gas emissions for each year 
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between 2012 and 2050. In this cap-and-trade system, companies in the transportation, electric power 
and manufacturing sectors would purchase and trade allowances for the right to pollute the air. 
Meanwhile, governors are so fed up with federal inaction on the environment that they'reforming their 
own binding regional compacts for reducing greenhouse gases. This is the kind of leadership the world 
and many in this country are looking for. 
The last report from the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change warned that if action is not 
taken within the next decade, the effects of global warming may be irreversible. Waiting for the next 
president shouldn't be an option. 
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Climate Change in Washington; 
At least on global warming, there will be no third term for the 
Bush administration. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A14  
LENGTH: 372 words 
SEN. JOHN MCCAIN (R-Ariz.), the presumptive Republican nominee for president, yesterday promised a 
dramatic shift from Bush administration policy on global warming. "I will not shirk the mantle of 
leadership that the United States bears," Mr. McCain said. "I will not permit eight long years to pass 
without serious action on serious challenges." Since both Democratic candidates also support decisive 
action, climate change will get the aggressive attention it deserves from the White House, no matter 
which party wins in November. 
The centerpiece of Mr. McCain's plan is a reduction in carbon emissions through a cap-and-trade system 
in which government would limit the amount of carbon dioxide that could be emitted and would issue 
allowances to emitting companies that could buy and sell those rights. This would allow the market to play a 
role, encouraging innovation and efficiency as greenhouse gas emissions are reduced. Unlike Mr. Bush, 
Mr. McCain advocates a specific goal: a 60 percent reduction in such emissions below 1990 levels by 
2050 (or 66 percent below 2005 levels). This dovetails nicely with the cap-and-trade bill from Sens. Joseph 
I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) and John W. Warner (R-Va.) to be debated next month that calls for a 70 percent 
reduction in emissions below 2005 levels by 2050. 
Mr. McCain said nuclear power should be part of a basket of alternative energy sources that must be 
pursued to "put the age of fossil fuels behind us." He said China and India must be part of a climate-
change solution, while recognizing that not all nations are going at the same pace economically. "We will 
continue in good faith to negotiate with China and other nations to enact the standards and controls 
that are in the interest of every nation," he said. If those negotiations don't succeed, Mr. McCain warned, 
"We will apply the same environmental standards to industries in China, India and elsewhere that we apply 
to our own industries." How would this work? What form would these presumed penalties take? How 
could this be accomplished without becoming an excuse for protectionism? Answering such questions 
would be a worthwhile discussion to have. It will be a refreshing change to have the White House taking 
part. 
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June 8, 2008 Sunday 
                                                                                Regional Edition 
Climate Crash; 
Don't expect congressional action on cutting greenhouse gases until 
there's real leadership from the White House. 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. B06  
LENGTH: 433 words 
WHEN DEBATE began in the Senate on the Climate Security Act on Monday, no one expected the bill 
would finally usher the United States into leadership on global warming. But failure came sooner than 
many expected: On Friday, Democrats failed to get the 60 votes needed to bring the legislation to the 
floor for a vote. Proponents of the landmark measure are crowing that the 54 votes (48 yes, six 
expressions of support by senators who couldn't be in the chamber for the vote) provided momentum 
for action to take place next year with a new Congress and a new president. We hope they're right. 
For now, with gasoline costing more than $4 a gallon in many parts of the country, the mood on 
Capitol Hill for showing leadership on global warming is decidedly frosty. Senate Republicans derided 
the bill sponsored by Sens. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) and John W. Warner 
(R-Va.) as an avenue to even higher energy costs for Americans. And they were right: This gets to a larger 
point we'll return to in a moment. Opponents also employed delaying tactics, such as having the 491-page bill 
read aloud, and offered poison-pill amendments designed to undermine the central and necessary 
purpose of the bill, which is to put a price on carbon through a cap-and-trade system. 
Meanwhile, bill backers championed one particular provision that gave us pause. The language of 
"Title XIII: International Partnerships to Reduce Emissions and Adapt" had the sound of cooperation but 
was actually a hammer over the heads of fast-growing developing nations to institute comparable 
carbon-limiting regulations. If the United States already had laws addressing global warming, this 
posture might be understandable. But there are no such laws. And the measure's key subsection -- 
"Promoting Fairness While Reducing Emissions" -- was a piece of camouflaged protectionism that would 
have required importers of goods such as steel from countries such as China and India to pay special fees. 
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 There is no cost-free way to combat global warming. The increase in the cost of carbon denounced by 
Republicans last week will have to take place. Both the Bush administration and Congress have done a 
poor job of telling Americans that reducing emissions will require a lot more effort than changing light 
bulbs and much more sacrifice than driving less. That must change. With Sens. John McCain (R-Ariz.) 
and Barack Obama (D-Ill.) committed to making climate change a priority if elected president in 
November, the leadership that has been missing for nearly eight years may finally come from the White 
House. 
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A European Climate Plan; 
An intriguing approach that meshes well with bills on Capitol Hill 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A20  
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THE EUROPEAN Union announced a new plan last week to combat global warming that would set firm 
caps on emissions by 27 countries. The initiative might be seen as widening the gap on climate change 
between Europe and the United States, given the Bush administration's refusal to consider such binding 
measures. But that's premature: In fact, the proposal in many ways mirrors initiatives under discussion 
in Congress and could be the beginning of a harmonization of climate change policy between Brussels 
and Washington. 
Between 2013 and 2020, the E.U. plan would reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 20 percent below 1990 
levels. Gone are the national action plans that saw countries adopt schemes that protected local 
industries. Instead, the European Union would set individual national caps to meet the overall goal. The 
reduction would be bumped up to 30 percent if the United States and China signed binding climate 
change agreements. 
The plan would correct the faults of the previous cap-and-trade system, which gave away carbon emissions 
allowances and led to windfall profits for polluters while producing little in reductions. The new proposal 
would put a price on carbon by auctioning 60 percent of the emissions permits initially and all of them by 
2020. There is a mandatory target that 20 percent of E.U. energy be derived from renewable sources, 
including 10 percent from biofuels. Overall, 60 percent of the European Union's total greenhouse 
emissions would be covered by the plan. 
Many of these provisions link up with those in the American cap-and-trade bill advocated by Sens. Joseph 
I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) and John W. Warner (R-Va.). They would mandate a reduction by 2020 of 
about 20 percent below greenhouse gas emissions in 2005. The number of allowances withheld from 
emitters and used for auctioning and other purposes would start at 57 percent of the total emissions 
permits and rise to 100 percent by 2031. The Lieberman-Warner bill would cover 87 percent of total 
U.S. emissions. Development of commercial-scale carbon capture and sequestration projects and a 
mandate of fuel producers to use 36 billion gallons in biofuels by 2022 were provisions of the energy bill 
Mr. Bush signed into law last year. 
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The E.U. plan is a long way from implementation; the hurdles include approval by the European 
Parliament. So is the Lieberman-Warner bill, given President Bush's stubborn and dismaying resistance 
to binding targets in the face of mounting evidence that aggressive action is required now. The Bush 
administration is hosting another meeting of large economies Wednesday in Honolulu to discuss initiatives 
on global warming. It would be a good occasion to commit the United States to taking action 
comparable to that of Europe. 
The world is looking to the United States for leadership on global warming. Without it, developing nations 
such as China and India have no reason to be a part of the solution. Until Mr. Bush gets on board, his 
efforts such as the one about to get underway in Honolulu will be nothing more than photo-ops. 
LOAD-DATE: January 28, 2008  
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DISTRIBUTION: Maryland 
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
Copyright 2008 The Washington Post 
All Rights Reserved 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
216 
 
 
 
               The Washington Post 
              November 30, 2010 Tuesday 
             Regional Edition 
Cancun's opportunity 
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Last winter, President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton rescued high-profile international 
climate negotiations in Copenhagen from total failure. Buoyed by House passage of a comprehensive 
climate bill, Mr. Obama promised that the United States would cut its greenhouse emissions 17 percent 
below 2005 levels by 2020, and he committed the United States to assist developing countries in 
adapting to global warming and greening their economies. Other major polluters also committed to 
explicit emissions reductions and offered foreign aid. China and other developing nations gave ground 
on international monitoring, reporting and verification of their carbon-cutting efforts - critical to any 
solution to this global problem. 
Then the Senate failed to pass a climate bill, dissipating any post-Copenhagen hope that America would lead 
on climate change. An incoming Republican House majority is filled with global warming skeptics. Some 
newly empowered lawmakers appear determined to hinder even executive actions such as 
Environmental Protection Agency regulation. Congress is less likely to provide funding for the foreign aid 
Obama promised. As representatives of 193 countries gather in Cancun, Mexico, this week for another 
negotiating session, the past year's news makes the rest of the world yet more guarded about the 
prospects for U.S. action. 
U.S. officials insist that America isn't retreating from the commitments it made in Copenhagen, even its 
2020 greenhouse gas target. There are various ways to reach the goal, they say, perhaps including a mix of 
less ambitious legislation and executive regulation of large emitters, such as coal-fired power plants, under 
the Clean Air Act. Still, other nations have reason for skepticism, and negotiations in Cancun aren't likely 
to produce big agreements. 
Still, the meeting could make progress in establishing a coherent international program to slow 
deforestation; designing and funding international green finance mechanisms; and creating a system to 
share green technology. Along with that should come progress on international transparency, accounting 
for how much carbon large emitters - particularly big, growing economies such as China and India - are 
producing and how well they are meeting their international commitments. As a matter of policy, such 
transparency is needed no matter what Congress does. As a matter of politics, though, U.S. special climate 
envoy Todd Stern won't be in a strong position to push for it. 
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What happened in Cancun 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A20  
LENGTH: 576 words 
IN INTERNATIONAL diplomacy, participants sometimes view even small steps as great accomplishments. 
See, for example, the buzz in global-warming circles around the U.N. climate-change conference in 
Cancun, which wrapped up over the weekend. 
Hopes for a wide-ranging and legally binding climate-change treaty any time soon died last 
December at a much-anticipated conference in Copenhagen. A year later in Cancun, ambitions were 
tamped down. Some of the toughest questions, such as about the future of the Kyoto Protocol, were hardly 
addressed. The Cancun conference became more about rescuing the complex international climate 
negotiation framework from irrelevancy or even collapse. 
It seems to have done so - by beginning to establish international institutions that will be necessary for a 
coherent global response to climate change, however long that takes to organize: a "Green Fund" to help 
developing countries adapt to climate change and remove carbon from their economies; critical 
mechanisms to monitor and verify nations' emissions-cutting efforts; a program to fight deforestation. 
U.S. representatives can claim some victories on monitoring and verification, on the structure of the 
Green Fund and on cajoling developing nations such as China to subject their emissions promises to 
standards similar to those that apply to rich nations. 
Even when fully elaborated, though, these responses will be no more than vessels into which countries 
must put money and actions, and that's far from guaranteed. On deforestation, for example, the 
negotiators couldn't resolve critical questions about how to pay for the effort. They pushed many 
difficult decisions to the next big climate conclave next year in South Africa. The U.N. negotiating 
framework survived, but with much larger challenges ahead. 
Given the global nature of climate change, a well-designed, binding, international agreement would allow 
countries to exploit the most efficient opportunities to cut carbon. But the prospect seems distant. It 
surely won't happen until the United States tackles its own carbon emissions, preferably with legislation. 
But that is looking unlikely for the moment, too. 
Under those circumstances, Cancun established an important principle: Progress doesn't have to be all 
or nothing, a binding international treaty or bust. That point should resonate, inside the U.N. process and 
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outside it. The Group of 20, for example, has agreed to phase out fossil fuel subsidies; French President 
Nicolas Sarkozy, who leads the G20 in 2011, says he will press the group to make the fight against global 
warming a priority. The Montreal Protocol, which nearly every country signed to eliminate ozone-killing 
air pollution, is arguably the most successful international environmental agreement ever. Its parties 
could link its work on chlorofluorocarbons and hydrochlorofluorocarbons, both potent greenhouse 
gases, to the anti-warming effort. Other multilateral organizations, such as the Arctic Council, are 
considering ways to reduce so-called black carbon, which refers to short-lived but powerful contributors to 
global warming. And the two largest emitters, America and China, should keep climate change high on 
the bilateral agenda. 
"By helping to diversify the portfolio of international climate change efforts," argues the Pew Center on 
Global Climate Change's Elliot Diringer, efforts outside the U.N. process "would serve to reduce the risk 
of policy failure." 
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Haze in the forecast 
BYLINE: Editorial Board 
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ARE BIG INTERNATIONAL climate conferences useless? 
Cheerleaders say the agreement last weekend from the climate talks in Durban, South Africa, is a great 
achievement: It foresees a system that binds all big polluters - not just developed countries - to reduce 
their emissions. 
Some environmentalists counter that the system is still unforgivably weak- emissions cuts could easily be 
too small and won't kick in for another decade, and that's if the agreement holds. "Developing countries 
have been bullied and forced into accepting an agreement that could be a suicide pill for the world," 
maintained Nnimmo Bassey of Friends of the Earth International. 
Another group of skeptics insists that the whole effort is pointless. To achieve even small temperature 
reductions over the next half-century would require massive emissions cuts. Addressing other 
environmental priorities, such as reducing deadly particulates that power plants emit or making coastal 
communities more resilient to storms, pays off more in the short term. Why not focus on those, in the 
process making it easier to adapt to slow temperature rise as it happens? 
The answer is that leaders cannot afford to ignore the long-term threat. Carbon dioxide lives in the 
atmosphere for decades, which means that global warming is a problem that could slowly escalate over the 
next century, ultimately producing temperatures that could be extremely costly to human society. 
How, then, should policymakers respond? National governments will set most anti-carbon policies. But, 
because the problem is global, it's hard to do even that without some international agreement. The 
United Nations was supposed to be the forum to sort that out. It has not been easy. U.N. negotiators 
have struggled for decades to produce a comprehensive accord, often distracted by a near-200-nation 
convention that privileges scores of small, poor nations, which produce little pollution and don't really 
need to be in the room. 
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The biggest obstacle, though, is not the U.N. structure but politics among the big polluters. In Durban, 
U.S. negotiator Todd Stern was right to refuse an accord that left out some of the world's largest emitters - 
countries such as China and India, which have clung to the notion of "differentiated" responsibilities 
between developed and developing nations. The outcome was a commitment by all the major polluters 
to agree in 2015 on a program of emissions reductions beginning in 2020. China's shift of position was a 
step forward - but the long time frame dilutes the deal's significance. So does the United States' toxic 
domestic debate on climate change, which could limit future action at home and abroad. 
For now, the U.N. process at least provides attention to the climate issue and regular deadlines. But 
leaders should still give themselves every opportunity to do better, instead of laboring exclusively for the 
dream of a single, grand climate bargain. It's good that, increasingly, climate change is on the agenda 
of other international forums and country-to-country meetings. The Council on Foreign Relations's 
Michael Levi argues this at least puts more pressure on leaders to make and keep international 
commitments. If international pressure or domestic sentiment continued to move China toward a more 
responsible position, and if U.S. leaders, too, became more responsible on climate change, this trend 
could also provide the big players flexibility to sort out specific deals among a few relevant countries. 
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Even If Global Warming Is True, Clinton's Policy Is Wrong 
BYLINE: Murray Weidenbaum 
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LENGTH: 693 words 
The Clinton administration is taking a position in international negotiations on global-warming policy that 
defies common sense. 
This is not going to be another broadside on the shaky scientific basis for being concerned about the 
earth's rate of temperature rise, although serious scientists do disagree on the subject. For the sake of 
argument, let us assume that there is a sufficient link between fossil fuel usage, greenhouse gas 
emissions, atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide (CO2), and global warming to warrant a new 
and tough policy to respond to what is now called "climate change." Taxes on specific energy sources 
(those releasing substantial amounts of CO2) seem to be the preferred tool of public policy. Alternatives 
being considered include auctioning of emissions rights (similar to the existing approach under the new 
Clean Air Act). 
The negotiations on climate change being held at the United Nations focus on mandatory reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions after 2000. Before then, emissions are supposed to return to the 1990 level, but 
only Germany and the United Kingdom are expected to meet that goal. 
Most economic analyses of this issue bog down in measuring detailed impacts of carbon taxes on different 
regions and economic sectors. Such detailed studies are useful, especially in providing information on 
employment effects. But they shift attention from the fundamental deficiency in the UN's - and the 
administration's - current global warming policy: It limits required cuts in carbon dioxide emissions to 
nations already doing the most to control air pollution, mainly the US and Western Europe. Worse yet, 
developing nations are excluded from these requirements. Thus such fast-growing countries as South 
Korea, Brazil, Mexico, and China will be free to expand their use of fossil fuels and other CO2 emitters 
while we curtail our use. 
Consider the consequences, which State Department negotiators have soft-pedaled. Curbing our use of 
coal, oil, and other fossil fuels - which is the intended result of any energy tax or other CO2 control device 
- would be a substantial blow to important energy-using industries in the US. Those hardest hit would range 
from large manufacturers of steel, chemicals, and aluminum to small businesses such as bakeries, dry 
cleaners, and auto repair shops. It is not surprising that an unusual assortment of interest groups - 
business, labor unions, and farm organizations - strongly oppose the Clinton administration's approach to 
global warming. 
To add insult to injury, it is most unlikely the policies now being promoted will result in total greenhouse 
gas emissions on this planet declining in the years ahead. 
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The International Energy Agency estimates that, by 2010, the developing nations will be releasing more CO2 
than the industrialized West. The problem will intensify as modernization raises China's very low per 
capita level of oil usagecurrently less than 1/10th that of South Korea and 1/20th that of Japan. 
Moreover, China's coal consumption (coal is the primary energy source for China's 1.2 billion people) is 
projected to rise from 1.1 billion tons in 1993 to more than 1.4 billion tons in 2000. 
The contrast with the impending energy austerity of the West is striking. The administration's approach to 
global warming means deliberately slowing down the economies of the United States and Western 
Europe so that the Southeast Asian nations can catch up economically even while they become the major 
air polluters on the globe. It is hard to believe that our own government really wants American business - 
and labor - to compete in the global marketplace with one hand tied behind its back. 
More likely, this strange combination of economic and environmental deterioration merely reflects 
inattention on the part of a preoccupied White House. We must hope that Congress, on both sides of the 
political aisle, will vent these issues more fully. 
* Murray Weidenbaum is chairman of the Center for the Study of American Business at Washington 
University in St. Louis. 
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World Divide: Haves and Have-Nots 
BYLINE: Daniel Schorr 
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LENGTH: 372 words 
Our political lexicon has trouble keeping up with the tides of history. 
In Kyoto, the advanced countries tried with little success to bring along the "third world" in a plan to 
control global warming. But there are no longer three worlds. The communist second world has 
dissolved. What remains is the division between developed countries - led by the United States, the 
European Community, and Japan - and the less-developed countries, led by India, China, and Brazil. 
The disappearance of the East-West axis brings into better focus the neglected reality of the North-South 
axis, which is basically a division between haves and have-nots. Except for the oil-rich haves, and except, 
at least until recently, for the fast-growing Asian Pacific Rim nations. 
During the half century of the cold war, the "third world" provided arenas for proxy East-West 
ideological conflict, from Ethiopia to Nicaragua, from Angola to Vietnam. 
Now, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright has been barnstorming around Africa, selling human rights 
to countries, many without viable governments to control ethnic slaughter. 
IN Kyoto, the major polluters, starting with the US with 4 percent of the world's population and 20 
percent of its greenhouse gases, were disappointed at being unable to sell the less-polluting 
countries on the idea of buying and trading pollution credits - licenses to pollute. 
"We have reached a fundamentally new stage in the development of human civilization requiring 
a better understanding of our connections to God's Earth and to each other." So said Vice President 
Al Gore in his flowery speech in Kyoto. 
That kind of language may resonate among American and European environmentalists, but it cannot 
mean much in the wide expanses of Africa and Asia, where people struggle for a minimal level of 
subsistence and pin their hopes on economic development. 
If Kyoto has shown anything, it is that the advanced countries have a price to pay for all those 
years when their East-West fixation left them insufficiently attentive to the gap between North 
and South. 
* Daniel Schorr is senior news analyst for National Public Radio. 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
June 13, 2001, Wednesday 
The Greening of a Bush 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 10  
LENGTH: 407 words 
Forcing Americans to cut back on their use of fossil fuels by up to 20 percent in order to slow down 
global warming isn't a task any American president would relish. 
President Clinton gave the idea - required in the Kyoto accord - his signature, but not his active support. 
The Senate overwhelmingly rejected the plan. Now President Bush has begun to propose alternatives 
that he hopes will win over skeptics in the US and leaders in Europe. 
Kyoto had its flaws, such as leaving out big polluters like China and India. It also gave an advantage to 
Europe by setting 1990 - when Europeans were in the process of closing dirty power plants in Eastern 
Europe - as the marker year for setting the level of greenhouse gases each country could emit. 
But the accord reflected the art of the possible, and was not meant to strike an ideal solution. 
Negotiations were long and tough, and they struck a reasonable compromise at the time. But times have 
changed, with a conservative president taking office and with Americans showing little inclination to cut 
energy use voluntarily, though they are concerned about global warming. 
Like Mr. Clinton before him, Mr. Bush wants to amend Kyoto with ideas that, in essence, would let the 
US off the hook on Kyoto's difficult goals. Europe, too, has not moved swiftly to keep its end of the deal. 
Having stated the obvious - that Kyoto is "dead" - and taken flak for it, Bush appears to be serious about 
implementing alternative solutions that would still make progress in cutting harmful pollutants. His task 
force on the topic promises to do far more than Clinton ever did. 
But how committed will he be over time? Can he persuade Europeans to reopen Kyoto? And will his 
ideas work fast enough to turn the world's largest air polluter into a model of cleanliness? 
Bush wants to rely mainly on market incentives and technological fixes to reduce pollution, rather than 
force Americans to curb their lifestyles. But even with that, he needs to set specific targets. Changing 
the process is one thing, but Kyoto's real value was in having many nations agree to a specific, 
collective goal. 
In rejecting Kyoto's goals, Bush dampened hopes that something is being done on global warming. 
He can restore those hopes by setting a goal and rallying Americans behind it. 
(c) Copyright 2001. The Christian Science Monitor 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
July 24, 2001, Tuesday 
A Global Leap on Warming 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 20  
LENGTH: 336 words 
Judging from some of the statements from European leaders at the Bonn conference, it seems that US 
withdrawal from the Kyoto process earlier this year was more a prod than a setback. Those who remained 
- most of the developed world - were determined to pull it off. And pull it off they did (see story page 1). 
The Europeans bowed to demands they had previously resisted, such as allowing countries to partially 
meet their emissions-reduction targets by figuring in the effects of carbon-absorbing forests. That 
helped bring Canada, Japan, and Russia aboard. Developing countries such as China and India were given 
the large aid fund they have wanted to acquire antipollution technology. So the controversial Kyoto 
Protocol appears set to move toward ratification. Fifty-five signatures will be needed, representing 55 
percent of greenhouse gas emissions. Now that the final rules have been settled on, the industrialized 
giants of Europe and Asia will presumably ratify. But the biggest player with the most emissions, the US, 
is on the sidelines. Actually, not quite. The Bush administration has been going out of its way to say that 
it, too, believes global warming is a serious problem. The president has pledged to work with other 
nations to solve it. Steps like tougher emissions standards for vehicles in the US could lend credibility to 
those words. And the US may yet find a way back into the Kyoto process. The compromises made at 
Bonn moved in Washington's direction, too. President Bush would be wise to steer the US toward 
convergence with the rest of the world on this issue. 
The countries gathered in Bonn to put finishing touches on the Kyoto Protocol on climate change made 
two ringing points: (1) that the environmental threat from greenhouse gases looms large enough to 
compel international action, and (2) that such action would move ahead whether Washington joined in or 
not. 
(c) Copyright 2001. The Christian Science Monitor 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
November 9, 2004, Tuesday 
Arctic Decapping 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 08  
LENGTH: 260 words 
Some 300 scientists Monday warned of an accelerating melt-off of the Arctic polar cap and Greenland's ice 
sheet, pleading with nations to quickly reduce their emissions of heat-trapping gases. 
In a four-year study, they found Arctic temperatures rising twice as fast as the rest of Earth, with a 
potential to disrupt ocean currents as well as to raise sea levels. The fast pace of Arctic warming adds to the 
urgency for the second Bush administration and the US Senate to rethink past US opposition to bold 
measures that would reduce the use of coal, oil, and natural gas. For starters, Congress must demand 
higher gas-mileage standards of automakers. 
The US continues to reject the 1997 Kyoto treaty's method for reducing greenhouse gases, even though 
Russia joined the pact last week, making it binding on the industrialized nations that have signed onto it. 
President Bush faces new pressure from British Prime Minister Tony Blair to join Kyoto or take similar 
steps, despite the economic hardships that it would bring. Even Mr. Blair felt the heat. Queen Elizabeth 
took the unusual step of urging him to act, and he plans to forge a new consensus for steps on global 
warming at next year's G-8 meeting. 
Reversing global warming won't be easy or quick. It may take decades, and the final results of efforts to 
reduce human damage to the atmosphere still aren't known. Also nations such as China, India, and Brazil 
are excused from Kyoto. But the signals from the Arctic are a call for action. 
(c) Copyright 2004. The Christian Science Monitor 
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Christian Science Monitor 
November 1, 2006, Wednesday 
Cooling the planet at the gas roots 
BYLINE: The Monitor's View  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8  
LENGTH: 539 words 
In Vermont, activists want to revive an old water mill to generate electricity. In California, so-called 
locavores are eating only local food, not food shipped by long-haul trucks. They're part of a bottom-up 
movement to fix global warming and start adjusting to a post-oil world. 
But will it work? 
For years, the task of reducing greenhouse-gas emissions was seen as a job mainly for central 
governments. The result: the 1997 Kyoto Protocols, a top-down effort by most industrial nations to 
mandate reductions in carbon burning. And indeed, one more reminder of the need to act was issued this 
week in a British report that calls for governments to spend up to 3.5 percent of GDP to counter climate 
change. 
But with the major emitters such as the US and China outside the treaty, and with the Kyoto nations 
failing to meet their 2012 goals, the idea of millions of self- sacrificing individuals taking responsibility for 
their own energy-excessive lives seems like The Next Best Thing. 
The "Relocalization Network," for instance, is one of several groupings of activists trying to swear off fossil 
fuels. The network has 128 local groups so far, mainly in the US, that create communities for a postcarbon 
world by such actions as Internet-linked car sharing, buying only local foods, walking and biking more 
often to destinations and, overall, reducing personal consumption. 
This winter, a group called The Climate Project that came out of Al Gore's movie and book, An 
Inconvenient Truth, plans to train hundreds of "grass-roots messengers" to speak in their communities 
about the need for action on global warming. 
To be sure, much of this activism is meant to pressure governments to impose tougher restrictions on carbon-
burning companies, SUV owners, home builders, and the like. And in the US especially, popular will to make 
the necessary sacrifices to curb global warming has not been strong enough to overcome US objection 
to Kyoto-like mandates. 
Nonetheless, these groups are setting the pace for low-energy lifestyles, taking President Bush at his word 
that "America is addicted to oil." 
They cite not only global warming but a need to start adjusting now to the coming age when oil supplies 
run out or their alternatives (such as oil sands and nuclear power) prove too burdensome as energy 
sources. 
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One step above such personal action is an initiative by a few hundred US mayors, launched last year by 
the Seattle mayor, to turn their cities into models of "acting locally" to reduce carbon dioxide output. 
Many of these cities have changed building codes to encourage energy efficiency, and are pushing 
nonautomobile transport, tree planting, rooftop gardens, and biodiesel in city vehicles. 
In New York, which produces 2 percent of US carbon emissions, the mayor plans to make his city the leader 
in this effort. Last year, about half of the cities reported reductions in greenhouse gases. 
That's a hopeful sign that Americans are becoming hip to the warning that "we have seen the enemy 
and he is us." Creating a widespread willingness for a low-carbon lifestyle is essential preparation for what 
may be strong government action to come. 
Now, about trading in that SUV for a hybrid... 
(c) Copyright 2006. The Christian Science Monitor  
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Christian Science Monitor 
May 12, 2009, Tuesday 
Sticker shock in acting on global warming 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 631 words 
Here's some news that might give many Americans sticker shock: The cost of cutting greenhouse gases by 
15 percent would cost the average US household about $1,600, according to an estimate by the 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO). 
Such unbiased estimates are emerging only late in a hot debate over global warming on Capitol Hill. Too 
bad. The numbers are pitting Democrats against one another when credible cost projections from neutral 
sources should have been clear long ago. 
After years of hearing about the impact of doing nothing if atmospheric warming continues, the ruling party 
is only now struggling over forcing consumers and industries to pay for curbs on greenhouse-gas 
emissions. 
With many Americans now in financial straits, the main climate-change bill in Congress is also in trouble. 
Polls show that a majority in the US are against setting caps on such climate pollutants. Concerns about 
global warming, once high, have dropped dramatically. Only 34 percent say they believe it is primarily 
caused by human activity. 
A consensus draft bill may appear in coming days from a House committee, but it will probably be watered 
down. The original target of cutting carbon gases 20 percent by 2020 (from 2005 levels) could drop to 14 
percent. 
And instead of collecting some $624 billion in revenue from the selling of pollution permits to industry, most 
of those permits would be given away free of charge, in what is called a cap-and-trade system. There 
would be little money to fund clean energy or subsidize the poor for higher costs. 
The US would look like a weak leader at this December's global summit on climate change in Copenhagen, 
Denmark, if Congress passes a watered-down bill or none at all. India, China, and other nations would 
see little reason to act on their own. 
The likely setback in revenues and in setting tough emission limits has the Obama White House scrambling 
to redefine the terms of this debate. It has consulted an ecomarketing firm that, among its proposals, 
suggests dropping the phrase "global warming" for "deteriorating atmosphere" and recommends using 
"the dirty fuels of the past" instead of citing carbon dioxide. 
Such rhetorical shenanigans reflect a reluctance to trust the American people to make the right decision 
for themselves. They must be given unbiased estimates on the price of acting against climate change. 
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For too long, environmental groups have painted rosy scenarios of a green economy with green jobs, 
while business interests have cited drastic damage if the US moves too swiftly from fossil fuels. 
And yet, while a consensus exists among scientists on climate change, among economists, agreement 
on the costs of action remains elusive. Their economic-impact models may be only as valid as the 
financial models used by hedge funds before the 2008 market crash. Predicting the future economy 
or coming advances in energy technology or possible consumer behavior are risky. 
At best, credible researchers, such as those at the CBO, can help Congress decide a sensible course. 
Lawmakers can also gauge possible public reaction in the US by looking at places where sentiment for 
action on global warming is strong - Europe, Australia, and Canada's British Columbia - but where the 
public and the government have also defined the limits of sacrifice they will make. (Australia just backed 
off a proposed cap-and-trade scheme that would have cost $8.5 billion over two years.) 
If Congress fails to act, the Obama-run Environmental Protection Agency threatens to act. The EPA can 
largely ignore costs, if it wishes to. 
Lawmakers must level with Americans on the costs - the cost of doing nothing against the price of 
curbing carbon. Leadership includes knowing how to deal with sticker shock. 
(c) Copyright 2009. The Christian Science Monitor  
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Christian Science Monitor 
September 18, 2009, Friday 
Obama's global-warming crisis before Copenhagen 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 510 words 
Remember those high hopes for this December's global-warming summit in Copenhagen, Denmark? Many 
nations were going to hold hands and jump together into the cold water of carbon cuts. 
One for all and all for one. Sacrifices would be shared equally. But Congress looks to be breaking up that 
party. 
Lawmakers are not expected to pass a climate-change bill anytime soon because of resistance from 
industry and consumers over the price tag of binding carbon targets. And a recession and the huge debate 
over healthcare have also sidetracked the issue. 
This has forced President Obama into awkward diplomacy. He really can't commit to targets for reducing 
carbon emissions - as President Clinton did in signing the Kyoto treaty - without first having a climate-
change law in place. 
So difficult choices lie ahead. The concept of a new international treaty with binding targets may be 
defunct as long as the world's largest emitter of carbon emissions isn't on board. 
One idea is for the US to go it alone or in concert with a few other countries and cut greenhouse gases at 
a pace that each country can endure. This would be discouraging news for those who say that the whole 
world, or at least the rich nations, must start reducing carbon emissions within a few years to avoid natural 
disasters later this century. The Copenhagen summit was supposed to be the "meeting that saved the 
world." 
But despite Al Gore's best efforts, Americans are not yet concerned enough about global warming to 
force Congress to act. Creative alternatives are needed. 
Some are already in the works or in place. California and a few other states are setting their own carbon 
standards. The Environmental Protection Agency plans tougher fuel-efficiency standards for vehicles by 
2012, and may take other actions soon. Many companies, including some in the energy industry, find it 
good business to cut fossil fuel use. And billions in federal dollars are being spent on alternative energy 
sources and conservation. 
Perhaps one important step lies in ongoing US-China talks about global warming. Together, both countries 
account for about 40 percent of greenhouse emissions. If the two can agree on separate but rigorous 
goals to invest in new technologies and force reductions in carbon use, other countries may follow. 
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 Such a bilateral agreement would push along talks within a "club" of the world's largest emitting nations, 
known as th Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate. The group of 17 was formed by Mr. Obama 
last spring, in part because Congress was balking on climate change. 
Just as it has been difficult to negotiate one global pact on free trade, it may be impossible to have one 
climate-change treaty that does more than merely set broad goals. Smart diplomacy may well require 
bilateral and smaller multilateral groupings that design specific targets that are politically achievable. 
A patchwork of solutions, driven by the actual level of public commitment to this issue, may be what 
really happens at the Copenhagen summit. 
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Christian Science Monitor 
December 7, 2009, Monday 
Copenhagen, EPA, and climate change: Obama's false move 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 548 words 
The climate-change debate in Washington and this week in Copenhagen, Denmark, isn't really about 
whether to act on carbon emissions. It is more about how to share the burden. 
That's why the go-ahead by President Obama for the Environmental Protection Agency to regulate 
greenhouse gases as a threat to public health is so troublesome. 
The EPA action, taken Monday, distorts the purpose of the 1970 Clean Air Act by setting up the 
executive branch, rather than Congress, to decide which emitters of carbon dioxide should pay the 
price. 
The EPA's move would be similar to Mr. Obama trying to mandate universal health insurance for all 
Americans without waiting for Congress to act. Such a huge decision that sweeps across the economy and 
demands a balancing of interests needs a legislative solution. 
Even EPA administrator Lisa Jackson was reluctant to push her agency's powers too far, 
knowing the EPA is ill-equipped to equitably spread the burden of curbing global warming. The 
climate bill passed by the House in November would have barred the EPA from taking such a step; 
the Senate is weighing a similar measure. 
The agency is also on weak legal ground in interpreting a four-decade-old law that was never intended 
to deal with global warming. And its efforts might be hung up in courts for years, providing yet another 
excuse for Congress not to act. (Both businesses and some eco-activists are expected to challenge the 
EPA move.) 
Letting the agency take the initiative also makes the effort against global warming vulnerable to a 
new president reversing its action in future years. 
Nonetheless, an impatient US president, frustrated at Senate inaction on a climate-change bill, thought 
he needed something to show when he goes to the Copenhagen conference next week in order to try to 
coax other big emitters like China and India into a deal. 
Let's hope his unilateral action doesn't worsen a cause that is still in need of wider public support. 
Obama has declared that he wants to commit the United States to reduce its emissions 17 percent by 
2020 (from 2005 levels). But he now needs to tell the world how much EPA's action will meet that 
goal. 
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As it is, the EPA decided not to regulate millions of carbon emitters - those that emit less than 25,000 
tons a year - choosing instead to go after the easy targets, big power plants. So it remains unclear how 
much carbon effluent will be curbed. Under the Clean Air Act, such discrimination may not be allowed - a 
likely source for lengthy lawsuits. As one Sierra Club lawyer told Congress last year, "CO2 is CO2." 
In 1976, the EPA tried to avoid regulating diverse sources for lead emissions, focusing on major ones. But 
in a lawsuit brought by the Natural Resources Defense Council, it lost in court. It should not try such a 
move again. 
Climate change is too important to be left solely to a Washington bureaucracy. And as a political move 
to pressure Congress, Obama's move will likely just backfire. 
As he has lately started to do with healthcare, Obama needs to spend more time up on Capitol Hill to 
get the bill he wants. Trying to distort the American system of governance for the sake of a deal in 
Copenhagen will only heat up, not cool down, the rancor over passing a climate-change law. 
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The Christian Science Monitor 
January 6, 2010 Wednesday 
After health care, Obama must arm-twist Senate on climate bill; 
Vote in Senate soon against EPA action on global warming requires him to 
prove that carbon limits will boost the economy and create jobs. After the 
Copenhagen failure, he has a weak hand. 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board 
LENGTH: 608 words 
President Obama is making personal pitches with US lawmakers this week to resolve the last sticking 
points for passage of a final healthcare bill. That may be a model soon for the kind of hands-on 
persuasion he'll need for his other big legislative goal - a law on climate change. 
Mr. Obama's persuasive style will be required to convince a dozen or so senators from coal-dependent 
states who are reluctant to tackle global warming. In two weeks, the Senate is expected to vote on a measure 
that would block the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from imposing strict limits on carbon 
dioxide emissions. 
The Obama EPA has used the threat of regulatory action against coal and oil users as a political tool to 
force Congress to pass a law that would cap emissions of greenhouse gases. Even the agency admits 
that a new law, not unilateral action by the executive branch, is the best way to handle this problem. EPA 
has to rely on the 1970s Clean Air Act that was not designed for these types of emissions. And any EPA 
ruling on carbon emissions would likely be tied up in the courts for years, delaying a solution. 
Obama now needs to justify a climate-change law mainly on economic grounds. Fear of global warming 
doesn't seem to work in the Senate. Many top lawmakers believe that setting a cap on carbon emissions will 
damage the economy - especially if America's competitors around the world don't do the same. And they 
say there's little chance of Senate passage in 2010 if unemployment stays high. (The House already 
passed a climate bill last June in a close vote.) 
At last month's international meeting on climate change in Copenhagen, Denmark, the president was 
able to snatch only a few small victories from a larger defeat. No binding treaty to curb global warming 
was achieved, although two of the biggest polluters, China and India, did agree to set voluntary targets 
to reduce the "intensity" of their carbon emissions in their economies. 
Copenhagen's failure puts even more pressure on Obama to prove his argument that setting carbon limits 
and making hefty investments in clean energy will boost the economy - and not limit it, as his critics on 
Capitol Hill contend. He should not need to resort to the kind of expensive horse-trading with special 
interests and offers of pork-barrel benefits to individual senators that he used to win votes in the 
healthcare bills. 
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He does have backup. Many energy-intensive companies and about half of state governments are already 
heading down the path of reducing their carbon footprints. Their track record, which could go far in meeting 
Obama's promised cuts in greenhouse gases, should be cited as proof of what can be done. California and 
10 Northeast states are leading the way on curbing emissions. 
The 2009 stimulus package is also putting $80 billion into renewable energy sources. The earlier these 
projects show results in creating financial returns and sustainable jobs, the sooner Congress will respond 
by capping carbon emissions that force companies to invest in those areas. 
The White House is also orchestrating a raft of regulatory rules in many agencies such as the Interior 
Department that would force companies to take carbon emissions into account. One major step would 
require "climate change impact statements" in any federal approval of projects. Another would push land-
use policies that encourage urban density in housing - and thus less driving. 
Public interest in curbing carbon emissions is declining as a national priority. If Obama can make his case for 
economic results, that will be far better than all the previous warnings about rising seas and major 
storms. 
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The Christian Science Monitor 
November 16, 2011 Wednesday 
Keep the climate challenge in focus; 
An international meeting later this month won't take big steps, but it can 
hold everyone's feet to the fire. 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board 
LENGTH: 551 words 
Most Americans are probably unaware of the huge - and hugely important - climate conference taking 
place later this month in Durban, South Africa. 
Climate change doesn't have a place on the docket for US political debate. And why should it, when 
polls show Americans are fixated on immediate fixes to the economy, not a slowly simmering global 
warming whose most devastating effects won't be seen for decades. 
But ignoring the problem won't make it go away. Despite the lethargic world economy, greenhouse-gas 
emissions are soaring. The window on keeping carbon dioxide in the atmosphere to no more than 450 
parts per million (it's now up to 390 p.p.m.) is fast closing. That level should keep global warming to 
less than 4 degrees F. and lessen its biggest effects, from droughts and wild weather events to sea-
level rise. 
Unless the trend lines in carbon dioxide emission begin to take a dramatic turn in the next few years, 
that goal is toast. 
The Kyoto Protocol, which set carbon-reduction goals for rich countries (and was never ratified by the 
United States), runs out next year. But the nearly 200 countries meeting in Durban Nov. 28 to Dec. 9 are 
highly unlikely to agree on a replacement. 
For one thing, the biggest source of new carbon emissions has fast been moving away from the US, 
Japan, and Europe to emerging giants China and India. 
China emits about 6.8 tons of carbon dioxide per person, compared with 16.9 tons for the US, says the 
European Commission's Joint Research Centre. But China's emissions have tripled since 1990 and 
could match US levels by 2017. And its population is four times that of the US. 
Speaking in Australia this week, President Obama said the US was ready to work on carbon reduction 
but only hand in hand with China, India, and other major polluters. 
The idea of a comprehensive cap-and-trade system, an international market for buying and selling 
carbon "credits" to slowly ratchet down carbon emissions, remains illusive. Doubts persist about how 
effectively and honestly it could be administered. It won't get serious consideration at Durban. 
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What Durban can do is extend the Kyoto Protocol by a couple of years, keeping current emission 
goals in place, a maneuver that won't require going back to governments to ratify a new 
agreement. 
To mollify developing nations, which are likely to feel the adverse effects of climate change most severely, 
developed countries should recommit to the Green Climate Fund, created at the 2009 climate meeting 
in Copenhagen, Denmark. Rich nations have contributed little so far, making it essentially an empty 
shell. Countries in the developing world are expected to need somewhere between $10 billion to $67 
billion per year to adapt to climate change, according to four different estimates by groups such as the 
World Bank and the European Commission. 
If countries come up with only an extended agreement, that doesn't let them off the hook. They must 
go home and innovate. For example, if China, the world's biggest carbon emitter, decided to set up its 
own internal market to buy and sell carbon credits, it could become a building block for an international 
system. 
Everyone at the Durban conference needs to leave recommitted to finding fresh solutions, not only for 
the sake of their own citizens but for the sake of the world. 
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The New York Times 
February 18, 1992, Tuesday, Late Edition - Final 
Global Snub on Global Warming 
SECTION: Section A; Page 18; Column 1; Editorial Desk 
LENGTH: 571 words 
The United States heads into important environmental negotiations today with a heavy burden to overcome -
- the perception that it is unwilling to join the rest of the industrialized world in trying to reduce the threat 
of global warming. 
Several European countries and Japan have proposed that all nations agree to cap their emissions of 
carbon dioxide, the chief gas implicated in the "greenhouse" effect that traps heat in the atmosphere. All 
five Democratic Presidential candidates support a cap. But the Bush Administration is balking, leaving 
the impression that America shrinks from doing its part. 
Today, delegates will meet in New York City in one of the final negotiating sessions before a United 
Nations conference in June on a global climate treaty. With the departure of John Sununu, the skeptical 
White House chief of staff, there may now be new flexibility. Its good faith in question, the U.S. needs to 
show its commitment on a problem most experts deem potentially serious. 
The Administration has contended that the U.S. is already pursuing strategies that will cap or reduce its 
combined emissions of all greenhouse gases -- while allowing carbon dioxide emissions to increase. 
Most of this reduction was to come from phasing out chlorofluorocarbons, the gases that have been eating 
up the ozone shield and also happen to be greenhouse gases. But new findings suggest that 
chlorofluorocarbons cause as much cooling, by eliminating ozone, as warming. 
If the Administration hopes to stabilize or reduce greenhouse emissions, it needs to do more. But how 
much? Even after years of study, no one knows how much warming will occur and whether it is 
dangerous. Even so, experts consider it prudent to minimize the danger, assuming no huge cost. 
The U.S. could readily provide more aid to developing countries to curb global warming activities. Such aid 
might help China, for example, adopt efficient technologies for mining and burning its vast reserves of 
coal. An American contribution of, say, $50 to $100 million a year to an international fund would seem a 
cost-effective way of reducing the world's risk. 
Imposing firm caps on carbon dioxide emissions poses a more difficult issue. Other nations propose to 
hold their emissions in the year 2000 to 1990 levels. But Administration officials rightly warn that focusing 
on carbon dioxide alone could drive up energy costs and divert attention from other greenhouse gases. 
Even so, setting targets and timetables for carbon dioxide would send a beneficial signal to all nations and 
all industries that the U.S. is serious. Why does the Administration hesitate? 
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One reason: a deep-seated suspicion that other countries are glibly endorsing caps without embarking 
on programs capable of achieving them. Another reason: potential cost. Though the Environmental 
Protection Agency believes it would be manageable, the Energy Department says it would be severe. 
On such an important issue, the Administration needs to open its cost estimates to public scrutiny. If the 
cost seems tolerable, it would do well to sign on to common global goals. Goals, after all, can be defined 
as just that, targets subject to change if the cost becomes exorbitant. 
Unless the Bush Administration quickly adopts a more reasonable course, it will cast the U.S. as an 
environmental pariah more concerned with its own comfort than with the well-being of the earth. 
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The debate over global warming has taken on all the characteristics of a political brawl, complete with spin 
doctors and aggressive advertising. A badly confused public is told one day that only a quick and dramatic 
reduction in energy use can avert meteorological disaster, then warned the next that any such 
prescription would send energy prices through the roof and the economy through the floor. 
If he is smart about it, President Clinton can turn this increasingly polarized argument to his advantage. 
Most Americans are at least vaguely aware that rising atmospheric temperatures pose real if remote 
threats. They are also eager to know whether there are ways to address that threat that are both 
effective and affordable. It is here that Mr. Clinton can make a difference, positioning himself as a 
moderate in a debate that has so far shed more heat than light. 
Between now and December, when the industrialized nations will meet in Kyoto, Japan, to 
negotiate a treaty controlling emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, Mr. Clinton 
must devise a specific American proposal. He has already committed himself to "realistic and binding" 
limits on carbon emissions, but has not said what these targets should be and how to reach them. He is 
unlikely to be any more specific today in his remarks to a White House conference on global warming, a 
gathering aimed mainly at sharpening public awareness of the issue. But he has already sketched out 
four principles that will guide his Kyoto proposals. 
First, he believes, along with most mainstream scientists, that man-made gases produced by the burning 
of fossil fuels like coal and oil are contributing to warming and that unless these gases are reduced, bad things 
-- coastal flooding and widespread droughts -- are likely to occur late in the 21st century. Second, he 
believes that no global emissions-control system can succeed without the leadership of the United States, 
which produces one-fifth of the world's greenhouse gases with only 5 percent of the world's population. 
Third, he is convinced that developing countries like India and China, which are projected to throw 
off huge greenhouse emissions, must be part of any global warming agreement -- if not right away, 
then soon. This is a contentious subject. The Europeans argue that these countries need more time to grow 
and cannot now be forced into an international regime. The Senate, however, has said that it will not 
ratify a treaty that does not bind developing countries to enforceable targets. 
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Fourth, Mr. Clinton wants a system that will not impose intolerable strain on the American economy. He 
has already rejected as disingenuous (and much too expensive) a European proposal to reduce 
emissions 15 percent below 1990 levels by 2010. He clearly prefers a more gradual approach, and 
seems also to have ruled out new gasoline or carbon taxes (neither of which would fly in Congress 
anyway) and strong new regulations. His preferred approach is to set firm national limits on emissions and 
then let individual industries meet those targets using the cheapest means possible, either by switching 
to cleaner fuels or by making far more efficient use of energy. 
There is one other element to Mr. Clinton's strategy that he has not talked about, but which may well 
be his ace in the hole in Kyoto as he tries to draw developing countries into the mix while providing 
flexibility for American industries. Devised by the Environmental Defense Fund, this is an emissions-
trading scheme in which rich nations that cannot meet their assigned targets without crippling taxes or 
investments would be able to "buy" pollution permits from poorer countries whose economies are so 
inefficient that even the tiniest adjustments can achieve big reductions in greenhouse emissions. That 
money, in turn, would help developing countries invest in cleaner technologies. 
This may not satisfy the Europeans, who find Mr. Clinton's faith in technology and efficiency touching but 
unrealistic, or those economists who believe that anything short of a stiff tax on carbon-based fuels will 
not get the job done. But Mr. Clinton has two constituencies, one in Kyoto and the other in the Senate. If 
he means to win over both, a modest course may be his only course.  
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DATELINE: WASHINGTON 
President Vladimir Putin's recent announcement that Russia will move to ratify the Kyoto Protocol received 
little attention, but may signal that the agreement will finally become legally effective. 
That would be welcome, not because Kyoto is a perfect agreement, but because, even with its 
imperfections, the protocol has several elements that will contribute to a sensible long-term solution to 
global warming. Foremost among these is Kyoto's recognition that emissions trading -- an American 
invention now embraced by Europe -- can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions at low cost. 
Still, the six and a half years that have passed since the Kyoto Protocol remind us that we have more to 
do. Progress in the international climate negotiations has been painfully slow. 
Waiting to address global warming would be a reckless gamble. If present trends continue, 
greenhouse gas concentrations -- during the lifetimes of children born today -- will reach levels higher 
than in the last 50 million years. The Kyoto Protocol, alone, is not the answer. Its limits -- requiring 
industrialized countries to cut greenhouse gas emissions roughly 5 percent from 1990 levels -- will apply 
to less than half of the world's global emissions, because the United States is not participating and major 
developing countries are not covered. And these limits expire in 2012. 
In the next few years it is essential that we shape a new strategy, one that should be based on, or informed 
by, the lessons we have learned so far about the difficulty of putting a climate change agreement in 
place. 
One lesson is that finding a consensus among 180 nations is asking too much. The obvious fact that we all 
share one atmosphere led nations to try a single global accord, but the differences between nations are 
vast and their leadership shifts over time. 
A second lesson is that, in the United States, domestic consensus comes first. International agreements 
require broad political support, which Kyoto has never had. The Bush administration has opposed 
ratification of the treaty, saying that it could hurt the nation's economy and noting that countries like 
China are not covered by it. Treaties rarely produce consensus on controversial topics. 
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And in the absence of federal limits on emissions, a third lesson has surfaced: nature abhors a vacuum, even 
in the regulatory arena. 
Dozens of states and localities have filled the void, starting their own programs to fight global warming, like 
the regional compact under development in the Northeast. In addition, the Republican governors of two of 
the nation's largest states -- New York and California -- support tough measures to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions. 
The corporate sector is increasingly stepping forward as well. Under the Chicago Climate Exchange, for 
example, major companies are building a market for trading emissions allowances. 
So what next for global warming policy in the United States without ratifying Kyoto? 
Federal legislation must be enacted to require mandatory limits on heat-trapping gases, to ensure that 
businesses combat global warming in their capital investments and research spending. 
Senators John McCain and Joseph Lieberman have sponsored an important bill on this issue. If history is a 
guide, many businesses may come to prefer uniform federal legislation of this type to an uneasy 
patchwork of state regulatory regimes. 
The United States should also negotiate a trans-Atlantic climate trade agreement under which it and 
the European Union would accept binding limits on heat-trapping gases and establish an emissions trading 
program between the two continents. Other countries could then opt in to the agreement. 
As part of the accord, the United States and the European Union could agree to redirect agricultural 
subsidies likely to be reduced in World Trade Organization negotiations toward environmentally friendly 
biofuels. 
The United States should also seek opportunities for bilateral climate change agreements with major 
developing countries, including China, India and South Africa, to promote clean energy exports and 
transfer of environmentally friendly technologies. The agreements could provide a framework for these 
countries to participate in emissions trading, even at the local level. 
None of these bilateral or regional agreements would replace the Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, signed by the first President Bush and ratified unanimously by the Senate in 1992, which provides 
an important forum for work on global warming. Instead, these agreements would supplement the pact, 
much as bilateral and regional trade agreements supplement the World Trade Organization today. 
Churchill is widely credited with writing: ''However beautiful the strategy, you should occasionally look at 
the results.'' There will be many opportunities to evaluate and adjust course in the fight against global 
warming during the decades ahead. Our success will depend on it.. 
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Even the government of Brazil seemed shocked by the news that despite efforts to curb deforestation -
- including a $140 million package of conservation measures announced last year -- the destruction of 
the world's largest tropical forest, the Amazon, proceeds apace. In the 12-month period ending last August, 
farming and logging, much if it illegal, destroyed 10,000 square miles of forest, an area almost the size of 
Massachusetts. This was the biggest one-year loss since 1995, when the Amazon shrank by about 11,000 
square miles. 
Most of the Amazon lies in Brazil, but its destruction has been a matter of global concern ever since the 
1980's, when satellite photographs documenting widespread burning of the forest first appeared. Like 
tropical forests everywhere, the Amazon is a storehouse of biodiversity, a source of medicines and an 
important antidote to global warming. Healthy forests absorb greenhouse gases. Blazing forests increase 
them. 
The struggle to save the Amazon has claimed many victims, notably Chico Mendes, an environmentalist 
shot to death by two ranchers in 1988, and Dorothy Stang, an American-born nun and advocate for the 
forest and for peasant farmers who was gunned down earlier this year. Brazilian authorities have been 
intermittently responsive, setting aside forest preserves, ending subsidies to cattle ranchers and passing 
laws requiring landowners to leave much of their forest land untouched. 
But the Amazon seems largely immune to law, especially in a country where there are not nearly enough 
police to enforce the rules, where economic growth seems to supersede everything and where powerful 
local politicians tend to have more influence than the national government. 
Right now, for instance, the biggest single threat to the Amazon is the explosive growth of soybean 
farming in the state of Mato Grosso on the forest's southern fringe, fueled mainly by soaring demand in 
China and Europe. As it happens, Mato Grosso's governor, Blairo Maggi, is also its soybean king -- o rei 
da soja -- who has been quoted as saying that a 40 percent increase in deforestation in Mato Grosso 
"doesn't mean anything at all, and I don't feel the slightest guilt over what we are doing here." 
There are people in the Brazilian government, in particular its environmental minister, Marina Silva, who 
believe there are better ways to assist Brazil's economy than by turning a valuable rain forest into 
cattle feed, which is essentially what Mr. Maggi is doing. But they need help -- from multilateral lending 
agencies and corporations, which should make sound environmental practices a condition of future 
investment, and from environmental organizations, which must keep up the public pressure. 
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Most of all they need help from Brazil's charismatic president, Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva, who must 
persuade himself and his country's agricultural oligarchy that the rain forest is not a commodity to be 
exploited for private gain. 
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DATELINE: WASHINGTON 
TODAY "An Inconvenient Truth,"Al Gore's movie about the greenhouse effect, opens in New York and 
California. Many who already believe global warming is a menace will flock to the film; many who scoff at 
the notion will opt for Tom Cruise or Tom Hanks. But has anything happened in recent years that should 
cause a reasonable person to switch sides in the global-warming debate? 
Yes: the science has changed from ambiguous to near-unanimous. As an environmental commentator, I 
have a long record of opposing alarmism. But based on the data I'm now switching sides regarding global 
warming, from skeptic to convert. 
Once global-warming science was too uncertain to form the basis of policy decisions -- and this was 
hardly just the contention of oil executives. "There is no evidence yet"of dangerous climate change, a 
National Academy of Sciences report said in 1991. A 1992 survey of the American Geophysical Union and 
the American Meteorological Society found that only 17 percent of members believed there was 
sufficient grounds to declare an artificial greenhouse effect in progress. In 1993 Thomas Karl, director of 
the National Climatic Data Center, said there existed "a great range of uncertainty"regarding whether the 
world is warming. Clearly, the question called for more research. 
That research is now in, and it shows a strong scientific consensus that an artificially warming world is a real 
phenomenon posing real danger: 
The American Geophysical Union and American Meteorological Society in 2003 both declared that signs of 
global warming had become compelling. 
In 2004 the American Association for the Advancement of Science said that there was no longer any 
"substantive disagreement in the scientific community"that artificial global warming is happening. 
In 2005, the National Academy of Sciences joined the science academies of Britain, China, Germany, Japan 
and other nations in a joint statement saying, "There is now strong evidence that significant global 
warming is occurring." 
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This year Mr. Karl of the climatic data center said research now supports "a substantial human impact on 
global temperature increases." 
 And this month the Climate Change Science Program, the Bush administration's coordinating agency for 
global-warming research, declared it had found "clear evidence of human influences on the climate 
system." 
Case closed. Earth's surface, atmosphere and seas are warming; ocean currents are slowing; ice shelves 
are melting faster than projected; spring is coming ever sooner; rainfall patterns are changing; North 
American migratory birds are ranging father north; the ability of the earth to self-regulate to resist 
warming appears to be waning. While natural variation may play roles in climatic trends, overwhelming 
evidence points to the accumulation of greenhouse gases, mainly from the burning of fossil fuels, as the 
key. 
Many greenhouse uncertainties remain, including whether rising temperatures would necessarily be bad. 
A warming world might moderate global energy demand: the rise in temperature so far has mostly 
expressed itself as milder winters, not hotter summers. Warming might open vast areas of Alaska, 
Canada and Russia to development. My hometown of Buffalo might become a vacation paradise. (Buffalo 
lakefront real estate is cheap. Here's a tip: buy some now.) 
But it seems likely any global-warming benefits will be offset by unwanted trends. The National Academy 
of Sciences estimates that in the coming century, sea levels may rise by as much as three feet. Tropical 
storms may continue to increase in number and fury. Diseases now confined to equatorial regions may 
spread father north and south. 
The greatest worry is that climate change will harm the agricultural system on which civilization is based. 
Suppose climate change shifted precipitation away from breadbasket regions, sending rain clouds instead 
to the world's deserts. Over generations, society would adjust -- but years of global food shortages might 
occur during the adjustment, likely causing chaos in poor countries and armies of desperate refugees at 
the borders of wealthy nations. 
Scientific substantiation of a warming world is not necessarily reason for gloom. Greenhouse gases are an air 
pollution problem, and all air pollution problems of the past have cost significantly less to fix than critics 
projected, and the solutions have worked faster than expected. 
During the 1960's, smog in America was increasing at a worrisome rate; predictions were that smog 
controls would render cars exorbitantly expensive. Congress imposed smog regulations, and an 
outpouring of technical advances followed. Smog emissions in the United States have declined by almost 
half since 1970, and the technology that accomplishes this costs perhaps $100 per car. 
Similarly, two decades ago a "new Silent Spring"was said to loom from acid rain. In 1991, Congress created 
a profit incentive to reduce acid rain: a system of tradable credits that rewards companies that make the 
fastest reductions. Since 1991 acid rain emissions have declined 36 percent, and the cost has been only 
10 percent of what industry originally forecast. 
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Today no one can make money by reducing greenhouse gases, so emissions rise unchecked. But a system of 
tradable greenhouse permits, similar to those for acid rain, would create a profit incentive. Engineers and 
entrepreneurs would turn to the problem. Someone might even invent something cheap that would spread 
to the poorer countries, preventing reductions here from being swamped elsewhere. Unlikely? Right now 
reformulated gasoline and the low-cost catalytic converter, invented here to contain smog, are becoming 
common in developing nations. 
President Bush was right to withdraw the United States from the cumbersome Kyoto greenhouse treaty, 
which even most signatories are ignoring. But Mr. Bush should speak to history by proposing a binding 
greenhouse-credit trading system within the United States. Waiting for science no longer justifies delay, 
as results are now in. 
URL: http://www.nytimes.com 
LOAD-DATE: May 24, 2006 
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DOCUMENT-TYPE: Op-Ed 
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
Copyright 2006 The New York Times Company 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
253 
 
 
The New York Times 
August 5, 2006 Saturday 
Correction Appended 
Late Edition - Final 
California Leads On Warming 
SECTION: Section A; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 12 
LENGTH: 529 words 
Tony Blair, the British prime minister, who worries about global warming more than any other world 
leader, has finally found an important American ally: Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger of California. This week, 
the two agreed to collaborate on cleaner-burning technologies and to explore an emissions-reduction 
program that would combine mandatory controls on greenhouse gases with market incentives to reduce 
the costs of compliance. 
Mr. Blair said he was not end-running his good friend President Bush. The governor was less diplomatic, 
saying that the administration and Congress had shown no leadership on the issue. In any case, the White 
House was a conspicuous no-show. No surprise there: the meeting of politicians and corporate 
executives, convened to discuss climate change, served only to dramatize how badly Washington lags 
both Britain and California with its program of voluntary reductions and Hail Mary technologies. 
And California is about to get a lot tougher. Later this month, the Legislature will vote on two ground-
breaking bills. One would set binding limits on greenhouse gas emissions with a goal of reducing them to 
1990 levels by 2020 -- an ambitious undertaking by any measure. 
The other is a strikingly original bill that would bar long-term contracts with any out-of-state utility that 
failed to meet strict standards for pollution. A coal-fired plant in Wyoming, for instance, could sell power 
into California only if it found ways to dispose of most of its carbon dioxide, instead of merely venting it 
into the atmosphere. A bill like this would not only help California meet its targets but could also help 
jump-start clean-coal technologies that will be essential to reducing carbon dioxide emissions in 
countries like China and India. 
For good measure, the Legislature will entertain two more warming-related bills, and Californians will be 
asked to vote in November on a ballot initiative that would raise $4 billion to promote alternative fuels. 
All of this is may be too ambitious even for environmentally conscious Californians. But a recent poll by 
the Public Policy Institute of California found that two-thirds of the state's voters supported an 
aggressive attack on global warming. And while Mr. Schwarzenegger's re-election chances will clearly 
benefit from appealing to these voters, this is a genuinely bipartisan effort of the sort that has 
completely eluded Congress. 
Moreover, California has long enjoyed taking the lead on environmental issues and bringing other states 
with it. Four years ago, Mr. Schwarzenegger signed the so-called Pavley bill aimed at reducing carbon 
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dioxide emissions from cars. Though the law has been challenged by the automobile companies and the 
Bush administration, 10 other states have adopted similar legislation. 
Meanwhile, the alarms about the consequences of warming have grown louder. Californians are 
particularly worried about the snowpack that provides their drinking water, about coastal erosion and 
about the dangerous ground-level air pollution that comes with heat waves. But a strategy useful for 
California will become even more valuable if it serves as a template for the nation. 
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The front page of this newspaper's business section recently featured two articles about the world's most 
plentiful fuel, coal. Written from different parts of the globe, they framed the magnitude of the task 
confronting international negotiators and the newly empowered Democrats in Congress who want to 
put the brakes on emissions of carbon dioxide, the main global warming gas. 
One article pointed out that China will surpass the United States as the world's largest emitter of 
carbon dioxide by 2009, a decade ahead of previous predictions. A big reason is the explosion in the 
number of automobiles, but the main reason is China's ravenous appetite for coal, the dirtiest of all the 
fuels used to produce electricity. Already, China uses more coal than the United States, the European 
Union and Japan combined. Every week to 10 days, another coal-fired power plant opens somewhere in 
China, with enough capacity to serve all the households in Dallas or San Diego. 
What's frightening about this for those worried about the long-term consequences of warming is that 
nearly all of these plants are being built along traditional lines, burning pulverized coal to make electricity. 
And what's sad about it is that there's a much cleaner coal-burning technology available. Known as 
I.G.C.C. -- for integrated gasification combined cycle -- this cleaner technology coverts coal into a gas 
before it is burned. 
These plants produce fewer of the pollutants that cause smog and acid rain than conventional power plants 
do. More important, from a global warming perspective, they also have the potential to capture and 
sequester greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide before they enter the atmosphere. 
This new technology is not readily available in China, but it is available to utilities in the United States. 
Which brings us to the second article -- an announcement by TXU, a giant Texas energy company, that 
it intends to build 11 new coal-fired power plants in Texas, plus another dozen or so coal-fired monsters 
elsewhere in the country. All told, this would be the nation's largest single coal-oriented construction 
campaign in years. 
Is TXU availing itself of the cleaner technology? No. TXU will use the old pulverized coal model. The 
company says the older models are more reliable. But the real reason it likes the older models is that 
they are easier to build, cheaper to run and, ultimately, much more profitable. So, like the Chinese, TXU 
is locking itself (and the country) into at least 50 more years of the most carbon-intensive technology 
around. 
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Barbara Boxer, the California Democrat who will shortly assume command of the Senate environment 
committee, believes that we should impose a price on carbon emissions (as Europe has done) so that 
companies like TXU will begin to think about investing in cleaner technologies -- technologies that China 
could then use in its power plants. The message from both Texas and China is that Ms. Boxer should get 
cracking. 
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Here are a few bulletins from planet Earth: 
Dec. 12 -- Exhaustive computer simulations carried out at the National Center for Atmospheric Research 
in Boulder, Colo., suggest that the Arctic Ocean will be mostly open water in the summer of 2040 -- 
several decades earlier than expected. Scientists attribute the loss of summer ice largely to the buildup 
of carbon dioxide and other man-made greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. 
Dec. 14 -- Experts at NASA's Goddard Institute predict that 2006 will be the fifth-warmest year 
since modern record-keeping began, continuing a decades-long global warming trend caused, again, 
by the buildup of man-made carbon dioxide. 
Dec. 27 -- The Interior Department proposes adding polar bears to the list of threatened species 
because of the accelerating loss of the Arctic ice that is the bears' habitat. The department does not 
take a position on why the ice is melting, but studies supporting the proposed listing identify 
greenhouse gases as the main culprit, adding that if left unchecked these gases will create ice-free 
Arctic summers in three decades. 
But we knew that. 
One can only assume that the Senate's new Democratic leadership is paying attention. California's 
Barbara Boxer is the new chairwoman of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, replacing 
James Inhofe, the Oklahoma Republican who regards global warming as an elaborate hoax drummed 
up by environmentalists and scientists in search of money. Ms. Boxer has already scheduled hearings, 
and there will be no shortage of legislative remedies to consider. All share one objective, which is to 
attach a cost to carbon dioxide through a cap on emissions. 
The underlying logic is that if people and industries are made to pay for the privilege of pumping these gases 
into the atmosphere, they will inevitably be driven to developer cleaner fuels, cleaner cars and cleaner 
factories. 
This is the path most developed countries have chosen. Europe has imposed caps on industrial 
emissions, and European companies have begun investing in new technologies and cleaner factories in 
places like China, partly as a way to meet their own obligations to cut emissions and partly as a way to 
lead China to a greener future. 
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These hearings need to be conducted in a thoughtful manner. There has been enough noise, from the 
Inhofe right and from the doomsayers who see each hurricane as a sign the apocalypse is upon us. But it 
is also important that Ms. Boxer and her colleagues not lose sight of a fundamental reality: Saturating the 
atmosphere with greenhouse gases is loading the dice in a dangerous game. 
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LAST month, to the delight of many global-warming skeptics, it was revealed that Al Gore uses 20 times as 
much electricity and natural gas at his Tennessee house than the national average. Out of curiosity, I put 
the former vice president's power bills and ZIP code through the home-emissions calculator of TerraPass, a 
company that sells "carbon offsets"-- the promise to reduce greenhouse gases by the same amount your 
behavior increases them. 
TerraPass estimated that the power use of a house equivalent to Mr. Gore's causes 377,000 pounds of 
greenhouse gases annually. That is roughly the annual carbon emission of 20 Hummers. Next time you see 
Mr. Gore wagging his finger about the energy sins of others, picture a caravan of 20 Hummers driving to 
the Academy Awards. 
A Gore spokeswoman told the press that the former vice president pays extra for wind energy, and buys 
carbon offsets. He's not the only one: companies that sell such offsets are rising in popularity, and 
certificates for them were included in the stars' Oscar night goodie bags. Soon not just individuals, but 
the entire United States, may be purchasing carbon offsets on a grand scale. 
TerraPass charges $1,247.50 for one year of carbon offsets for a home like Mr. Gore's, the price 
including a refrigerator magnet proclaiming the home "carbon balanced."Initially I found it hard to 
believe anyone could counteract Mr. Gore's prodigious energy lust for just $1,247.50, since planting 
about 20,000 trees would be required to neutralize even half his house's carbon footprint. 
But it turns out that TerraPass does its good works in part by covering landfills to prevent methane from 
seeping out. Since methane is a far more potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, covering landfills is 
a cost-effective way to wrestle with global warming. I may be annoyed by Mr. Gore's hectoring, but I'm 
not going to accuse him of hypocrisy on this one. 
This all seems a classic example of economies of scale. Individuals can't do anything about landfill 
methane. But a company like TerraPass can combine the resources of many to accomplish this task, 
allowing the person of good intent to use energy with no net contribution to the greenhouse effect. 
Whether companies marketing offsets really do reduce greenhouse gases is something for consumer 
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reporters or the Federal Trade Commission to determine. Assuming the sellers do as promised, buying 
carbon offsets isn't an exercise in guilt. It's smart economics. 
There is also a bigger issue here. That offsets are smart economics may be central to slowing carbon 
accumulation in the atmosphere. The scientific case for greenhouse-gas regulation now strong, and 
Congress may soon impose the first carbon dioxide limits on American producers. Current bills in the 
Senate -- one sponsored by John McCain and Joe Lieberman, another by John Kerry and Olympia Snowe -- 
would cut domestic greenhouse emissions to about the level of 1990. 
On the plus side, these bills would create a significant profit incentive for greenhouse-gas reduction. Offering 
inventors and entrepreneurs a profit incentive should lead to an outpouring of anti-global-warming 
innovations. 
But even if successful, the McCain-Lieberman or Kerry-Snowe bills would only slightly lower future 
atmospheric levels of greenhouse gases. That's because Chinese carbon emissions are skyrocketing. 
Since 1990, according to the World Resources Institute, American greenhouse emissions rose 18 
percent while Chinese emissions rose 77 percent. China may pass America as the No. 1 emitter of 
greenhouse gases as soon as 2010. If current trends hold, by 2050 emerging nations led by China and 
India will emit twice as much carbon as the United States and Western Europe combined. 
China's emissions are soaring because the Chinese economy is nearly three times as "carbon intensive"as 
America's, burning far more fossil fuel per unit of gross domestic product. Chinese coal-fired power 
plants are notoriously inefficient, consuming twice as much coal per kilowatt produced as American 
generating stations. They also run without the elaborate anti-pollution "stack scrubbers"found in Western 
power plants. And China opens a new coal-fired generating station every week to 10 days. 
Here's where offset economics come into play. Dollar for dollar, capital invested in greenhouse gas 
reduction would accomplish more if used to improve the efficiency of Chinese power plants than if spent 
in the United States. America needs legislation capping carbon emissions here, but Congress should allow 
American companies and consumers to use investments in carbon offsets in China and India against those 
caps, where the bang for the buck is much higher. 
As a bonus, American investment in reducing Chinese and Indian air pollution would improve public health 
in those nations. Today smog in Chinese and Indian cities is worse than any in the West since London of the 
early 1950s. The result is far higher rates of respiratory disease in China and India than in the West. 
If our goal in legislating against carbon releases is not simply punishing the West and its power companies 
but truly trying to reduce the accumulation of greenhouse gasses in the atmosphere, the main event will 
be in the developing world. We must use the smartest possible economics, and that means investing in 
China and India. 
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DEEP within Madagascar, more than 1,300 square miles of rainforest continue to breathe in carbon dioxide 
and breathe out oxygen every day, helping to keep the planet cool. That may not seem like a big 
achievement for a bunch of trees, but elsewhere around the world tropical forests like this one are 
being felled to make way for timber and mining operations, cattle ranches and, increasingly, sugar and 
palm oil plantations to fuel the world's growing thirst for ethanol. 
So how did this particular rainforest -- a tropical paradise whose canopy teems with rare lemurs and 
serpent eagles -- avoid destruction? Its survival is the fruit of one of the first experiments in carbon 
ranching: allowing polluters to make up for their greenhouse gas emissions by paying third world countries 
like Madagascar to preserve their tropical forests. Madagascar uses the money it gets from multinational 
corporations to safeguard the forest and pay for poverty reduction programs. 
Programs like this represent the world's best hope to save vanishing tropical forests and avert global 
climate catastrophe. It's vital that the senators and representatives now racing to create new climate 
legislation include incentives for carbon ranching. Otherwise they will not come up with the 
comprehensive solution that's needed to address the climate crisis. Despite all the attention paid to 
China's industrial pollution splurge, that country's inefficient factories, power plants and vehicles don't 
contribute as much to global warming as the destruction of the world's tropical forests does. 
Reversing tropical deforestation could be surprisingly cheap and easy because it can be driven by simple 
economics. Right now, it's worth more to a logging company or a peasant to convert the rainforest to 
stumps or soybeans than it is to leave that rainforest intact. One hectare (about 2.5 acres) of forest 
cleared and converted to ranchland or crops produces a piece of land worth, on average, $200 to $500. 
But that's nothing compared to the value of preserving the rainforest as a sponge for carbon dioxide. 
On European markets, the right to emit one ton of carbon dioxide trades today at more than $20. With 
each hectare of intact rainforest storing around 500 tons of carbon dioxide, that means that each 
hectare has a value of $10,000 as carbon dioxide storage, far more than the value of even the most 
productive tea or soy plantation. 
As a recent World Bank report put it, "Farmers are destroying a $10,000 asset to create one worth 
$200."To the farmer or agribusiness corporation, of course, that makes perfect sense, because that 
$10,000 is all theoretical. It can't put food on the table or deliver dividends to shareholders. 
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That's got to change -- or we could see the rapid disappearance of much of the world's remaining tropical 
forests and the oxygen and animal habitat they provide. 
The indigenous people who make the world's forests their home are retreating in the face of agricultural 
expansion. Their interactions with loggers, miners and ranchers are destroying their cultures and 
bringing disease to their communities. By providing powerful incentives to leave the forests intact, 
carbon ranching can allow these people and their cultures to survive as well. 
Carbon ranching would also be a good way to bring the developing world into the effort to reduce 
emissions. A coalition of "rainforest nations"led by Papua New Guinea and Costa Rica has indicated it will 
participate in carbon ranching projects without demanding any increase in foreign aid. 
Corporate polluters also like carbon ranching because conserving rainforest is often cheaper than reducing 
their own emissions. Some, like Mitsubishi in Madagascar, are already doing it voluntarily because they 
want to be seen as supporting environmental efforts and anticipate that future legislation will let them 
get credit for it. Crucially, support from business guarantees that the idea will get a hearing in this 
polluter-friendly White House. 
Indeed, the Bush administration has already financed some relatively small tropical forest conservation 
projects -- most recently forgiving $24 million of Guatemala's debt in exchange for that country's putting the 
money toward conservation. So carbon ranching may provide a rare piece of common ground for the 
president and Congress. 
To be effective, however, any legislation must include certain safeguards. First, no polluter should be 
allowed a free pass on cleaning up its own industrial pollution just because it protects rainforest -- saving 
tropical forests should be part of the climate equation, not the whole equation. 
Second, if a company pays to protect a forest that for whatever reason ends up getting destroyed anyway 
-- as the politics or economics of the tropical country change -- both the company and the country should 
face strict financial penalties. That would provide a powerful incentive to make sure those forests stay 
protected. 
Time is short. The world's rainforests are shrinking. With global temperatures rising rapidly, it's essential that 
Congress and President Bush act quickly before the vast forests that cool the planet disappear forever. 
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DATELINE: Beijing 
AT my local supermarket, I've noticed an ever-growing number of imported goods stocked beside 
bottles of soy and oyster sauce: first it was New Zealand dairy products, then wines from Bordeaux; the 
latest craze is Italian olive oil. As a food writer and chef, I've watched with regret how Chinese diets are 
becoming more Westernized as the country booms. 
I've also become worried that China's newfound eating habits are contributing to greenhouse gas 
emissions. While there are movements in America and Europe to reduce carbon footprints and eat 
locally grown foods, the Chinese are too enthralled with all the new choices to think much of the 
damage they are doing to the earth. 
But in China's rural heartland, away from wealthy urban centers, evidence suggests that climate change 
is already beginning to disrupt harvests: at a village near the Great Wall where my fiance and I spend 
weekends, the corn farmers complain that the summer rains came six weeks late this year, while the 
winters are steadily becoming warmer. A stream that runs just beneath the crumbling watchtowers of 
the Great Wall has dried up, and the farmers say less snow is falling on the jagged brown peaks nearby. 
Weather changes are affecting farmers across the country: this year China experienced its worst drought 
in a decade, affecting nearly 99 million acres of farmland, while tens of millions of farmers faced water 
restrictions. Meanwhile, heavy rains flooded southern Chinese farmlands in June, killing hundreds. 
And China is expected to have increasing problems growing its own food. The United Nations reports 
that global warming could reduce corn, rice and wheat production here 37 percent after 2050. 
A decade or so ago, the sole vegetable that many northern Chinese ate in the winters was cabbage, 
harvested in the nearby countryside and stored on back porches. Now, flush with cash, Beijing yuppies 
fill their refrigerators with vegetables from southern China, fruit from Southeast Asia, seafood from 
Australia. 
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 In traditional Chinese cooking, meat is generally used in small quantities, but Chinese are now demanding 
more of it, leading to the clear-cutting of forests and increased methane emissions. As Chinese shun fruit 
and tea in favor of Oreos and Coca-Cola, more factories, many powered by coal, are churning out 
processed foods and drinks. I certainly understand how, after decades of Communist deprivation, the 
Chinese are eager to indulge in luxurious new ways of eating that seem mundane to Americans. But the 
Chinese should keep alive culinary practices that have sustained them for centuries. 
Traditional Chinese chefs are some of the world's most resourceful. They flavor with local ingredients like 
Sichuan peppercorns and pickled vegetables while making the most of the meat they use, down to the 
bones and cartilage. As the world warms, these chefs are following traditions that should be an example 
for China's new class of rich young urbanites: by making do with what they have locally and being 
conscious of waste, they are preserving the planet as well as a great cuisine. 
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DATELINE: The industries that create energy 
coal, wind, nuclear, ethanol, and, of course, oil and gas -- all clamored to be heard at the Republican 
convention. At cocktail receptions and in hundreds of ads, each claimed to welcome the challenge of 
creating a cleaner, greener energy future. 
A lot of that was corporate boilerplate. But one advertisement, from Chevron, seemed strikingly on 
point. "It took us 125 years to use the first trillion barrels of oil,"it said. "We'll use the next trillion in 
30."This nicely framed a big part of the energy challenge. It was also a reminder of why John McCain is 
proving, so far, to be such a disappointment on issues he once seemed to understand better than 
almost anyone else in his party. 
The world is consuming oil at a ferocious pace because of runaway demand in India and China and 
because America -- the world's largest consumer -- is only beginning to confront its addiction. This cannot 
go on forever. Even the conservative United States Geological Survey predicts that oil production will peak 
by midcentury, meaning that future prices will make today's $3.70 gas look like chump change. 
Emissions from fossil fuels -- not just oil but the coal and natural gas used in power plants -- are the main 
drivers of global warming. Mainstream scientists have warned that unless they are sharply reduced the 
planet will face rising sea levels, prolonged droughts, widespread famine and other frightening 
consequences. 
Global problems obviously require a global response. As the world's most profligate user of energy, and as 
one of its most technologically gifted nations, the United States can and should lead the way by 
developing more efficient vehicles and by expanding carbon-free energy sources like wind and solar 
power. 
The John McCain of a few years ago understood this. He sponsored a bill with John Kerry that would have 
aggressively raised fuel economy standards, and another that would have put a stiff price on carbon emissions 
to encourage investment in cleaner technologies. 
Unfortunately, that John McCain has receded from view just in time for the presidential campaign. He has 
dropped his opposition to offshore drilling, pandered shamelessly by urging a gas tax holiday, and missed 
several crucial votes on bills extending credits for wind and solar power. 
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And while his acceptance speech promised "the most ambitious national project in decades,"including 
efforts to improve energy efficiency, increasing oil production remains the centerpiece of his strategy. 
These positions divert public attention from an unavoidable truth: a nation that uses one-quarter of the 
world's oil while owning only 3 percent of its reserves cannot drill its way to happiness or self-sufficiency. 
And they trivialize the very hard work that lies ahead. 
Mr. McCain's choice of Gov. Sarah Palin of Alaska as his running mate raises even more worrisome 
questions. Her strategy is drill here, drill there, drill now. 
She would open up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in a heartbeat -- something Mr. McCain continues 
to oppose. She has sued the Bush administration for declaring the polar bear a threatened species, fearing it 
would interfere with oil exploration in Alaskan waters. She has questioned whether humans are 
responsible for climate change. Governor Palin's views are alarmingly out of touch with reality. No less 
alarming was Mr. McCain's decision to welcome them into his campaign. 
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A major shortcoming of the 1997 Kyoto Protocol on climate change was its failure to address the huge 
amounts of greenhouse gas emissions caused by the destruction of the world's rain forests. A proposal 
that rich nations be allowed to offset some of their emissions by paying poorer counties to leave their 
rain forests intact was shot down after European environmental groups objected. They argued that it 
would allow rich countries to buy their way out of their own obligations. The planet has been paying for 
that colossal blunder ever since. 
Deforestation accounts for one-fifth of the world's greenhouse gases -- about the same as China's 
emissions, more than the emissions generated by all of the world's cars and trucks. And the world is doing 
far too little to stop it. An estimated 30 million acres of rain forest disappear every year, destroying 
biodiversity and pouring billions of tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. 
The global warming bill now working its way through the House seeks to change this destructive dynamic 
in two ways. It sets up a carbon trading system that is expected to raise upward of $60 billion annually 
through the sale of pollution allowances. Five percent of that would be set aside to help prevent 
deforestation, either through a special international fund or as bilateral grants to poor countries. 
In addition, the bill would allow for the kinds of offsets proposed and rejected in Kyoto, Japan. For example, 
a power company having trouble meeting its emissions limits could satisfy some of its obligations by 
paying to reduce deforestation elsewhere in the world. 
The economics make sense. It is a relatively inexpensive way for industrialized nations to get credit for 
reducing global emissions while they make the necessary investments to control their own pollution. 
And it is a good deal for poor countries. The World Bank estimates that an acre of rain forest converted 
to crops is worth $100 to $250. It's worth far more under a system that puts a value on carbon. An 
average acre stores about 200 tons of carbon; assuming a low price of $10 a ton, that acre is suddenly 
worth $2,000. 
A big effort will still be required to resist the loggers, miners, ranchers and politicians who have had their 
way with the rain forests for years. And any plan must include safeguards and inspection mechanisms 
to ensure that the allowances and offsets are being used properly. 
But with the rain forests shrinking and the planet warming up, it's crucial to get the right incentives in 
place -- first as part of broad climate change legislation in the United States, then as part of a new global 
treaty that the world's nations hope to negotiate in the fall. 
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AS the curtain rises tomorrow in Cancun, Mexico, on the next round of international talks on climate 
change, expectations are low that the delegates will agree on a new treaty to reduce emissions that 
contribute to global warming. They were unable to do so last year in Copenhagen, and since then the 
negotiating positions of the biggest countries have grown even further apart. 
Yet it is still possible to make significant progress. To give these talks their best chance for success, the 
delegates in Cancun should move beyond their focus on long-term efforts to stop warming and take a few 
immediate, practical actions that could have a tangible effect on the climate in the coming decades. 
The opportunity to make progress arises from the fact that global warming is caused by two separate 
types of pollution. One is the long-term buildup of carbon dioxide, which can remain in the atmosphere for 
centuries. Diplomacy has understandably focused on this problem because, without deep cuts in carbon 
dioxide emissions, there can be no permanent solution to warming. 
The carbon dioxide problem is hard to fix, however, because it comes mainly from the burning of fossil 
fuels, which is so essential to modern life and commerce. It will take decades and trillions of dollars to 
convert all the world's fossil-fuel-based energy systems to cleaner systems like nuclear, solar and wind 
power. In the meantime, a fast-action plan is needed. 
But carbon dioxide is not the only kind of pollution that contributes to global warming. Other potent 
warming agents include three short-lived gases -- methane, some hydrofluorocarbons and lower 
atmospheric ozone -- and dark soot particles. The warming effect of these pollutants, which stay in the 
atmosphere for several days to about a decade, is already about 80 percent of the amount that carbon 
dioxide causes. The world could easily and quickly reduce these pollutants; the technology and regulatory 
systems needed to do so are already in place. 
Take methane, for example, which is 25 times more powerful than carbon dioxide in causing warming. It 
is emitted by coal mines, landfills, rice paddies and livestock. And because it is the main ingredient in 
natural gas, it leaks from many older natural-gas pipelines. With relatively minor changes -- for example, 
replacing old gas pipelines, better managing the water used in rice cultivation (so that less of the rice 
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rots) and collecting the methane emitted by landfills -- it would be possible to lower methane emissions 
by 40 percent. Since saved methane is a valuable fuel, some of this effort could pay for itself. 
Unfortunately, the accounting systems used in climate diplomacy are cumbersome and offer relatively 
few incentives for countries to make much effort to control methane. 
Big cuts are also possible in hydrofluorocarbons, or HFCs, many of which are used as refrigerants in air-
conditioners and other cooling systems. The most troubling of the short-lived HFCs were invented to replace 
chlorofluorocarbons, refrigerants that were thinning the ozone layer in the upper atmosphere, and were 
also a major warming agent. Chlorofluorocarbons were regulated under the Montreal Protocol starting in 
1987. 
The warming effect of these HFCs is at least 1,000 times that of carbon dioxide. Unless they are regulated as 
chlorofluorocarbons have been, their warming effect will increase substantially in the coming decades. 
Shifting from HFCs to substitutes that are 100 times less potent as climate warmers could offset nearly 
a decade's increase in warming that is expected from rising emissions of carbon dioxide. The delegates 
in Cancun would need only to ask that the Montreal Protocol take on the further authority to regulate 
HFCs. 
From a political point of view, the most appealing greenhouse emissions to reduce are ozone and soot, 
because they contribute so much to local air pollution. After all, people everywhere care about the 
quality of the air they breathe and see -- even if most of them are not yet very worried about global 
warming. A desire to clean up the air is a rare point of commonality between developing and industrialized 
nations. 
Ozone, which is formed in the lower atmosphere from carbon monoxide, methane and other gases emitted 
by human activity, is a particularly hazardous component of urban smog. And every year it causes tens of 
billions of dollars in damage to crops worldwide. So pollution restrictions that reduce ozone levels, 
especially in the rapidly growing polluted cities of Asia, could both clear the air and slow warming. 
Soot likewise offers an opportunity to marry local interests with the global good. A leading cause of 
respiratory diseases, soot is responsible for some 1.9 million deaths a year. It also melts ice and snow 
packs. Thus, sooty emissions from Asia, Europe and North America are helping to thin the Arctic ice. And 
soot from India, China and a few other countries threatens water supplies fed by the Himalayan-Tibetan 
glaciers. 
New air pollution regulations could help reduce soot. Such laws in California have cut diesel-soot 
emissions in that state by half. In China and India, a program to improve power generation, filter soot 
from diesel engines, reduce emissions from brick-making kilns and provide more efficient cookstoves 
could cut the levels of soot in those regions by about two-thirds -- and benefit countries downwind as 
well. 
Reducing soot and the other short-lived pollutants would not stop global warming, but it would buy 
time, perhaps a few decades, for the world to put in place more costly efforts to regulate carbon dioxide. 
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And it would help the major economies demonstrate credibility on climate change, which has been in 
short supply in the diplomatic talks so far. 
The impasse that was evident in Copenhagen last year and is likely to reappear in Cancun arises in part 
from the inability of China, India, Europe and the United States to show that they are adopting practical 
measures to slow climate change. Agreeing on a shared strategy to curtail short-lived pollutants would be 
a good way for all of them to start. 
Credibility is especially important for the United States. It can already offer the world much of the 
technology and regulatory expertise that will be needed to reduce short-lived pollutants, particularly 
ozone and soot. Some American efforts are under way to share these technologies, including a program to 
help provide better cookstoves for people in developing countries. By making such programs more visible 
and demonstrating that they deliver tangible results, and by establishing a realistic plan for cutting its 
own emissions at home, the United States could show that it is serious about addressing climate change. 
For too long, overly ambitious global climate talks have focused on the aspects of global warming that are 
hardest to solve. A few more modest steps, with quick and measurable effects, are a better way to 
proceed. 
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AT RIO DE JANEIRO three years ago the United Nations' environmental conference turned into a gigantic 
pep rally for action to reduce the risk of global warming. The meeting attracted enormous attention, and 
many governments made large pledges that, in fact, they had no way to fulfill. In contrast the United 
Nations' first follow-up conference, which has just concluded in Berlin, was a cautious and limited affair. 
It generated far less public notice in this country, and far less urgent pressure for remedies. 
One reason for the difference is the swing in American politics, and an atmosphere here in which support 
for expensive new environmental initiatives has fallen to the vanishing point. Perhaps another reason is 
a better understanding of the cost and complexity of effective controls. 
The world will eventually get warmer if human beings continue to pour constantly larger volumes of 
certain gases into the atmosphere. The most important of these gases is carbon dioxide, emitted when 
almost any fuel is burned (except, of course, uranium in nuclear reactors). But cutting down fuel 
consumption is not a simple matter in a world in which the rich countries run on oil and electricity and 
the poor countries are working hard to join them. At Berlin some 170 governments agreed to set up a 
negotiating process to establish, over the next two years, specific targets for reducing the output of carbon 
dioxide and the other greenhouse gases. That's not a dramatic commitment, but it's progress, and unlike 
some of the promises at Rio, it may actually be carried out. 
Conservation can cut carbon dioxide output by making economies run more efficiently. Here the 
Berlin meeting, nudged by the United States, has adopted a truly useful idea. The Bush administration, 
at Rio, promised that this country will reduce American emissions to the 1990 level by the end of this 
decade -- a goal that, on its present trajectory, it is very unlikely to hit. But the Berlin meeting agreed 
that one country can take credit for conservation that it finances in another. Most American generating 
plants are now highly efficient, making it expensive to achieve further gains here. But the United States 
could help other countries -- Mexico, for example, or perhaps China -- improve its less efficient 
equipment at far lower costs per ton of carbon dioxide avoided. 
This good idea not only holds down costs but transfers advanced engineering technologies to countries 
that need them as well. It doesn't matter where in the world the gains are achieved, if the purpose is to 
stabilize the global climate. 
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I believe that what we know now about global warming justifies imposition of a modest tax on carbon 
emissions by the United States and other developed nations. It would be a first step toward ensuring that 
future generations will not find the concentration of atmospheric gases so great that it cannot be 
practically reversed before changes in the earth's climate cause calamitous damage. 
The weight of informed scientific opinion is that the earth's average temperature will increase by 
about two to 6 1/2 degrees Fahrenheit by the year 2100. If the increase turns out to be at the upper 
end of this range, the resulting increase in temperature will cause significant climate change around the 
globe. 
Effective action requires a concerted effort by all nations and involves significant economic costs. There 
is no right way to allocate these costs among nations; thus it becomes a matter of negotiation between 
developed nations whose past emissions have contributed the major portions of today's atmospheric 
burden and developing nations such as China, India, Brazil, Mexico and Indonesia, whose anticipated 
future economic growth and energy use will account for the bulk of growth in emissions. 
Adjustments to means of production that use less energy and produce lower emissions -- for example, a 
shift away from electricity generated from coal -- will have major economic impacts, at least during 
the transition period. Not surprisingly, this prospective economic dislocation has prompted opposition 
from a broad industry coalition, as well as a Senate resolution warning that no treaty will be ratified that 
has a serious economic impact on the United States and unless all countries make commitments (not 
necessarily identical for all parties) for greenhouse-gas reductions. 
This December, in Kyoto, the United States is committed to enter into negotiations intended to produce a 
treaty that will set legally binding targets and a timetable for the reduction of greenhouse-gas 
emissions. In these negotiations, the United States appears to have accepted two conditions: First, 
quantitative emission limits will, at least initially, be applied only to developed nations and to those 
developing nations that agree to them. Second, the limits will specify that developed nations reduce 
emissions to 1990 levels at a yet-to-be-determined future time -- say, 2005 or 2010. 
The United States stresses the importance of maintaining flexibility in the way each nation reaches its 
target and shows great interest in allowing international trading of unused emission amounts within the 
permitted level. There is also considerable interest in the concept of "joint implementation," whereby 
developed countries would obtain credits for investments in energy-efficient and emission-avoiding 
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technologies in developing countries. These credits would permit developing countries to achieve industrial 
activity and economic growth with lower emissions than would otherwise be the case. Tradable 
international permits and "joint implementation" recognize the reality that the most attractive 
opportunities for cost-effective reduction of greenhouse gases are in the less-developed world. 
The official U.S. position is a response in part to diplomatic pressure from Europe. European nations 
advocate adoption of targets below 1990 levels. Because of the collapse of industrial activity in Eastern 
Germany, the Soviet Union and other Eastern European countries since the end of the Cold War, 
adoption of a 1990 baseline provides a windfall to Germany, Russia and other countries by awarding 
them excess permitted emission levels. "Joint implementation" also likely would result in large capital 
transfers to China, which is running a huge trade surplus with this country. 
Developing nations strongly believe that they should not bear economic costs associated with reducing 
greenhouse emissions they did not create. Their absence from the proposed convention makes 
adoption of any target levels by developed countries unacceptable. 
But developing nations are not going to agree to any constraints at present. Even if they did, there is little 
prospect that many of these countries would or could enforce emission constraints. We cannot wait for 
significant narrowing of the national income gap between developed and developing nations to gain 
their commitment. By that time, these nations will be emitting more greenhouse gases than today's 
developed countries. 
I suggest an alternative approach for the United States: 
First, the administration places too much emphasis on reaching international agreement and too little on 
achieving the domestic consensus required for an effective control regime. The American public does 
not now accept the idea that global warming is a potentially significant environmental threat. A greater 
effort needs to be made to persuade industry and labor that current knowledge justifies some control 
measures, if only to establish the national and international mechanisms that might be needed if the 
more pessimistic climate effects prove to be true. 
Second, the administration must increase attention to new technologies that are more energy efficient 
and less carbon dependent. While such research is unlikely to solve the global climate problem, the 
cumulative effect of innovation can lower the economic costs substantially. Such energy technology 
development inevitably must involve industry in a major way. The recent report of the President's 
Council on Science Technology is a step in this direction. 
The experience in response to the oil crisis in America, Europe and Japan in the late 1970s and early 
1980s should remind us of the difficulty governments have in carrying out sustained research, 
development and demonstration programs. We should not forget, however, that if the more pessimistic 
climate change estimates prove true, alternative energy technologies -- perhaps even nuclear-based 
ones -- will be needed urgently. 
Third, the administration should propose an emission tax for this and all other industrialized countries 
on carbon and, where practical, on other greenhouse gases as well -- notably methane. The tax should at 
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first be set at a level of about $ 10 per ton of carbon emitted, yielding revenues of about $ 10 billion a 
year. This tax would amount to less than 2.5 cents per gallon of gasoline, well below the $ 100 per ton 
estimated to be required for a market response shift adequate to reduce emissions to pre-1990 levels. 
The revenue raised from this tax should be used to reduce other taxes, or for three purposes: (1) to 
reduce the economic impact of job dislocation caused by the shift away from coal and other high-
carbon fuels; (2) to fund "joint implementation" projects in the developing world that would reduce 
carbon emissions below what they would otherwise have been; and (3) to stimulate new energy-efficient 
technologies. 
Several reasons favor a carbon tax over emission ceilings. A tax is easier to administer and to adjust up 
or down, depending on what is learned. And while a tax is sure to be unpopular with industry and labor, 
it is likely to be more popular than adoption of the emission targets. And beyond providing economic 
incentives, the tax would signal to industry the importance of reducing carbon emissions in the future. 
Finally, a tax would demonstrate U.S. resolve to deal with global warming and might prove easier to 
negotiate internationally with developed and developing countries than a binding emission ceiling. 
A small carbon tax as an alternative to the national emission targets on the table for Kyoto would be a 
first step on global warming that is more consistent with the state of scientific knowledge and the 
extent of international consensus -- and more likely to be politically acceptable to Americans. 
The writer, an MIT professor and director of the Central Intelligence Agency from May 1995 to December 
1996, was director of energy research and deputy undersecretary in the Department of Energy in the 
Carter administration. 
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The Washington Post 
February 12, 2007 Monday 
Final Edition 
Changing With the Climate 
BYLINE: Fareed Zakaria 
SECTION: Editorial; A17  
LENGTH: 853 words 
The most inconvenient truth about global warming is that we cannot stop it. Please don't mistake me 
for a skeptic. I'm fully persuaded by the evidence that climate change is real. Of the 12 hottest years on 
record, 11 have occurred since 1995. Temperatures have risen by 0.74 degrees Celsius over the past 
century. (Keep in mind that the difference in temperature between an ice age and today is about 5 
degrees C.) And human activity appears to be one important cause. 
The concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere has increased dramatically since the Industrial 
Revolution. Methane has doubled and carbon-dioxide levels are up 30 percent since 1750. The 
projections are highly plausible scientific estimations. The recent report from the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change predicts that by 2100, temperatures will have risen by 1.1 to 6.4 degrees C, and as a 
result sea levels will rise 18 to 59 centimeters. The trouble is, if you accept all these facts and theories 
about global warming, it is difficult to see how any human response launched today could avert it. 
The gases that are warming the planet have built up over hundreds of years. They do not disappear or 
dissipate easily. Even if the most far-reaching plans to combat climate change were adopted, most 
scientists agree that the concentration of greenhouse gases will continue to rise for the next few 
decades. In other words, global warming is already baked into Earth's future. 
Scientists estimate that simply to keep greenhouse gases at current levels, we would need to slash 
carbon-dioxide emissions by 60 percent. Given current and foreseeable technology, that would 
require cutting back on industrial activity worldwide on a scale that would make the Great Depression 
look small. In fact, the future will almost certainly involve substantially greater emissions of CO2. Most 
studies predict that global energy consumption will double by 2050. Since much of that growth will take 
place in China and India, it will involve the burning of fossil fuels. 
Between them, these two countries are currently building 650 coal-fired power plants. The combined CO2 
emissions of those plants is five times the total savings from the Kyoto accords -- that is, if the Kyoto 
targets were being adhered to by Western countries, which they are not. Even under the most 
optimistic scenarios, the industrialized world will continue to burn substantial amounts of coal and oil. 
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I state these facts plainly not to induce fatalism or complacency. It's scandalous that we're not weaning 
ourselves off dirty fuels. Perfecting just two new (and almost workable) technologies -- clean coal and 
hybrid cars -- would be a giant leap forward. We could be experimenting with hundreds more 
technologies. But even so, the planet would still warm substantially over the next few decades. So in 
addition to our efforts to prevent and mitigate climate change, we need to employ another strategy -- 
adaptation. 
No one likes to talk about adapting to global warming because it seems defeatist. But we're increasingly 
unprepared to deal with its consequences. Whether or not CO2 emissions are triggering certain reactions 
in the atmosphere, we can see that sea levels are rising. What are we going to do about it? 
In an intelligent speech last September, the president of the British Association for the Advancement 
of Science, Frances Cairncross, urged that we begin such a discussion. "We need to think about policies 
that prepare for a hotter, drier world, especially in poorer countries," she said. "That may involve, for 
instance, developing new crops, constructing flood defenses, setting different building regulations or 
banning building close to sea level." She pointed out that adaptation programs could move forward 
fast. Unlike plans to slow global warming, which require massive and simultaneous international 
efforts, adaptation strategies can be pursued by individual countries, states and localities. 
Three years ago the Pew Foundation sponsored an excellent study, "Coping With Global Climate 
Change," which focused on the role of adaptation. It found that moving in this direction would be costly 
and fraught with uncertainty and error. Yet, the report noted, history has shown it's possible; 
humankind has adapted as the environment around us has changed. The most important conclusion of 
the study was that early planning is far more effective than managing the consequences of a breakdown. 
In other words, strengthening the levees in New Orleans would have cost much less than rebuilding the 
city. 
Many environmental advocates fear that talking about coping with global warming will hamper efforts 
to slow it down. In fact, we have no alternative but to do both. Mitigation and adaptation complement 
each other. In both cases, the crucial need is to stop talking and start acting. 
The writer is editor of Newsweek International. He co-hosts, with The Post's David Ignatius, PostGlobal, an 
online discussion of international issues at blog.washingtonpost.com/postglobal. His e-mail address is 
comments@fareedzakaria.com. 
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The Washington Post 
June 26, 2008 Thursday 
Regional Edition 
A Better Way Than Cap and Trade 
BYLINE: Bjorn Lomborg 
SECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A19  
LENGTH: 825 words 
The bitter arguments in the Senate this month over the Lieberman-Warner climate change bill, which 
would have required major emitters to pay for the right to discharge greenhouse gases, proved that 
climate change caused by humans has come to the fore of U.S. policy debates. This fact may comfort 
those who believe that future generations will judge us on the zeal with which we face the challenge. It 
may even assuage the fears of those who believe that warming will end life as we know it. But political 
rhetoric is unlikely to put us on a path toward solving the problem of climate change in the best possible 
way. 
Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), a co-sponsor of the bill, has called it "the world's most far-reaching 
program to fight global warming." It is indeed policy on a grand scale. It would slow American economic 
growth by trillions of dollars over the next half-century. But in terms of temperature, the result will be 
negligible if China and India don't also commit to reducing their emissions, and it will be only slightly more 
significant if they do. By itself, Lieberman-Warner would postpone the temperature increase projected for 
2050 by about two years. 
Politicians favor the cap-and-trade system because it is an indirect tax that disguises the true costs of 
reducing carbon emissions. It also gives lawmakers an opportunity to control the number and distribution 
of emissions allowances, and the flow of billions of dollars of subsidies and sweeteners. 
Many people believe that everyone has a moral obligation to ask how we can best combat climate 
change. Attempts to curb carbon emissions along the lines of the bill now pending are a poor answer 
compared with other options. 
Consider that today, solar panels are one-tenth as efficient as the cheapest fossil fuels. Only the very 
wealthy can afford them. Many "green" approaches do little more than make rich people feel they are 
helping the planet. We can't avoid climate change by forcing a few more inefficient solar panels onto 
rooftops. 
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The answer is to dramatically increase research and development so that solar panels become cheaper 
than fossil fuels  sooner rather than later. Imagine if solar panels became cheaper than fossil fuels by 
2050: We would have solved the problem of global warming, because switching to the environmentally 
friendly option wouldn't be the preserve of rich Westerners. 
This message was recently backed up by the findings of the Copenhagen Consensus project, which 
gathered eight of the world's top economists -- including five Nobel laureates -- to examine research on 
the best ways to tackle 10 global challenges: air pollution, conflict, disease, global warming, hunger 
and malnutrition, lack of education, gender inequity, lack of water and sanitation, terrorism, and trade 
barriers. 
These experts looked at the costs and benefits of different responses to each challenge. Their goal was to 
create a prioritized list showing how money could best be spent combating these problems. 
The panel concluded that the least effective use of resources in slowing global warming would come from 
simply cutting carbon dioxide emissions. 
Research for the project was done by a lead author of the report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change -- the group that shared last year's Nobel Peace Prize with former vice president Al Gore -
- who noted that spending $800 billion over 100 years solely on mitigating emissions would reduce 
inevitable temperature increases by just 0.4 degrees Fahrenheit by the end of this century. Even accounting 
for the key environmental damage from warming, we would lose money, with avoided damage of just 
$685 billion for our $800 billion investment. 
The economists didn't conclude that the world should ignore the effects of climate change. They pointed 
out that a better response than cutting emissions would be to dramatically increase research and 
development on low-carbon energy -- such as solar panels and second-generation biofuels. 
The United States has an opportunity to lead the world on research and development, which would give it 
the moral authority to demand that everyone else do the same. The world's sole superpower could finally 
provide the leadership on climate change that has been lacking in the White House. 
Even if every nation spent 0.05 percent of its gross domestic product on research and development of 
low-carbon energy, this would be only about one-tenth as costly as the Kyoto Protocol and would save 
dramatically more than any of Kyoto's likely successors. 
In the United States, this approach would open up new avenues for the nation's creative, innovative spirit 
and leave behind the political mess of Kyoto-type negotiations. 
A low-carbon energy, high-income future is possible. Unfortunately, the political battles we just witnessed in 
Washington have done nothing to make it a reality. 
The writer is an adjunct professor at the Copenhagen Consensus Center, Copenhagen Business School. 
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Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA) 
July 15, 1992, Wednesday 
Leadership on the Environment 
BYLINE: John W. Sewell and Nicole Melcher; John W. Sewell is president of the Overseas Development Council, 
a Washington-based research organization specializing in development issues. Nicole Melcher is a 
research assistant at the council. 
SECTION: OPINION; Pg. 19  
LENGTH: 750 words 
HIGHLIGHT: US-Japan cooperation can carry on the legacy of the UN Conference on the Environment and 
Development 
WHEN President Bush and Japanese Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa met earlier this month, they agreed 
to cooperate on helping the former Soviet republics make the transition to democracy and a market 
economy, controlling nuclear proliferation in North Korea, and ensuring peace in Cambodia. Apparently, 
they missed the opportunity to take leadership on the global threats of environmental degradation and 
absolute poverty. 
Have the world's two largest aid donors already forgotten the message of the United Nations Conference on 
the Environment and Development (UNCED) that ended less than five weeks ago in Rio? 
At the Earth Summit, over 150 nations tackled the challenges of addressing poverty and local 
environmental deterioration as well as worldwide environmental threats such as ozone depletion and global 
warming. All countries acknowledged these problems can be attacked only through international 
cooperation, with each nation making the difficult commitments necessary to protect the world's 
environment. The United States and Japan are natural partners to lead this effort. 
Both leaders know this. In his speech at UNCED, Mr. Miyazawa called for an "era of global citizenry," in 
which the well-being of each and every person is valued and for which both environmental 
protection and sustainable development must be achieved simultaneously. Mr. Bush, for his part, 
continues to maintain that he is an environmental president (but has yet to prove it). 
Bush and Miyazawa already have laid the groundwork for expanded bilateral cooperation on global 
issues. Although it was overshadowed by the imbroglio over auto trade (and Bush's unfortunate 
illness), the two leaders agreed on a little-publicized "US-Japanese Global Partnership Plan of Action" 
when they met last January. Both countries can build upon that Action Plan, particularly on the sections 
dealing with development and the environment. Two new ideas for future cooperation are worth 
considering: A US-Japan-funded grass-roots foundation and a network of international centers for 
research and training for energy efficiency and renewable energy. 
283 
 
 
1. A US-Japan-funded grass-roots foundation, designed to support projects linking poverty and the 
environment in the developing world, has been endorsed by a distinguished panel of US and Japanese 
leaders. 
The foundation would not be an operating agency but would provide funding on a competitive basis for 
programs implemented by international organizations as well as US, Japanese, and developing country 
nongovernmental organizations and private firms. The foundation's governing board would be composed 
of members from the US, Japan, and developing countries. 
2. A network of international centers would promote research and training for energy efficiency and 
renewable energy technologies most appropriate to conditions in the developing world. Developing 
nations are projected to account for as much as 44 percent of global energy sector carbon dioxide 
emissions by 2025, compared to 26 percent in 1985. 
Collaborative endeavors to head off this expected increase could include development assistance agencies, 
developing country governments, research organizations, private industries, and public utilities from 
developing and industrial nations. The centers, located throughout the developing world, would be 
governed by representatives from the US, Japan, and developing countries. 
Bush and Miyazawa may have missed one opportunity already, but the timing is still right for expanding US-
Japan cooperation and placing relations between the two nations on a new track. Their joint reaffirmation 
of "global partnership" earlier this month has cleared the way for increased collaboration. 
Making progress on the environment would benefit both leaders. Bush could recoup from his maladroit 
performance in Rio and finally put some flesh on the bones of his "new world order." Miyazawa could build 
on his victory in obtaining legislative approval for Japanese participation in peacekeeping operations and 
further demonstrate his willingness for Japan to play a broader global role beyond checkbook diplomacy. 
By concentrating on a carefully chosen group of sustainable development challenges, the US and Japan 
can help determine the global agenda for other donors and for developing countries themselves. If Bush 
and Miyazawa could agree on these two initiatives, they could leap ahead of the pack and set the pace for 
applying the lessons learned at UNCED. 
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October 16, 1997, Thursday 
A Sensible Approach to CO2 
BYLINE: Murray Weidenbaum 
SECTION: OPINION/ESSAYS; COLUMN; Pg. 19  
LENGTH: 667 words 
Many people have made up their minds on the issue of global warming and are urging a carbon tax 
to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide(CO2), the leading greenhouse gas. They're relying on a quotation from 
a report of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC): "The balance of evidence 
suggests that there is a discernible human influence on global climate." Yet, that's a rather modest and 
vague finding. 
The statement is preceded by a caveat: "Our ability to quantify the human influence on global climate 
is currently limited because ... there are uncertainties in key factors." The report explains these technical 
uncertainties. Nevertheless, a large portion of the scientific community concurs with the IPCC's finding. 
And surely, the massive scale of CO2 emissions into the atmosphere is a source of genuine worry. 
The proposed policy response that has gathered most attention is very specific - force CO2 emissions back 
to the 1990 level. But the costs of meeting the proposed "cap" on CO2 usage would be substantial - ranging 
from tens of billions to hundreds of billions of dollars a year. 
The major energy-using sectors would be hardest hit, notably petroleum refining, chemicals, paper, cement, 
steel, and aluminum. The electric utilities - most of which use fossil fuel - would be directly affected and, 
because they serve virtually every part of society, the results of a cutback in CO2 would be pervasive. 
IT is not just a matter of high cost, either. There is considerable question whether there will be any net 
benefit at all. Those CO2 "caps" would be limited to industrialized nations. Developing countries would not 
be subject to limits on fossil fuel usage for the foreseeable future. Yet global warming is a global 
problem. 
It will be futile to try to respond by curbing our energy use if developing nations more than offset those 
costly efforts. In the next dozen years, China and India alone are expected to experience greater growth in 
emissions than the United States, Japan, and Western Europe combined. But, as these developing 
countries see it, it's unfair to expect them to cap their emissions when their per capita levels of energy use 
and economic output are so much lower than ours. 
One suggestion for a global approach to CO2 emissions is to set up a "trading" mechanism similar to 
that developed under the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act. The notion of "emissions trading" as a 
way of minimizing costs has great technical appeal to economists. However, emissions trading among 
nations would constitute a hidden but massive shift of wealth from the economically advanced societies 
to China, India, and other rapidly developing countries. 
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All nations would be better off by following a different strategy. Instead of initiating a "crash" program of 
CO2 emissions taxes and trading, we should encourage investment in the economies of the developing 
countries. When a nation reaches a certain economic threshold (per capita income of about $ 5,000 a 
year), it then can start spending its own money for a better environment. 
Moreover, gradually phasing in policy actions will minimize their costs. A crash program would mean 
prematurely retiring much of our capital stock. In contrast, a gradual transition entails replacing the 
capital stock as it wears out with more advanced equipment that uses less fossil fuel. 
During this transition period, we should take those sensible actions that are desirable for domestic 
economic reasons and that would simultaneously reduce CO2 emissions. A good place to start is to 
eliminate tax and budget subsidies that encourage the extra use of fossil fuel, the major generator of 
CO2. The money saved could be used to expand the monitoring systems needed for the evaluation of 
climate change. 
* Murray Weidenbaum is chairman of the Center for the Study of American Business at Washington 
University in St. Louis. 
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October 23, 2008, Thursday 
Value a forest, cool a planet 
BYLINE: The Monitor's Editorial Board  
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 558 words 
Cutting forests is the third-largest source of climate-warming carbon emissions today, larger than the 
emissions produced by either the US or China. Including them in a "carbon market" is a tempting 
solution. 
It comes down to this: Today, trees are worth more dead than alive. This despite the fact that they stash 
away billions of tons of carbon in their soil and themselves and constantly inhale more carbon from the 
atmosphere. They also help regulate the earth's climate in other ways, influencing rainfall patterns far 
away, including in the US. And they contain unique plant and animal life, the economic value of which is 
only beginning to be understood. 
Yet no dollar figure is placed on these vital services. Instead, tropical forests are cut down in favor of 
enterprises such as palm oil plantations or cattle grazing, endeavors that make money here and now. 
It's easy to see why rain forests continue to disappear at an alarming rate. 
A report to the British government this month suggests that the way to recognize the true value of forests 
is by including them in carbon markets. Polluters around the world could earn credits to offset their 
own carbon emissions by paying for forest preservation. 
If developing countries earned credits for preserving forests, the pace of deforestation might be cut by 
75 percent by 2030, the report says. Saving forests, in turn, could reduce the cost of cutting the world's 
greenhouse-gas emissions by half. Emissions need to shrink to 50 percent of their 1990 levels if the vital 
goal of keeping global warming to only 2 degrees C by the end of the century is to be met. 
Britain's "Eliasch Review" - named after businessman Johan Eliasch, who has bought up some Amazon 
rain forest himself - also says that the world's forests should become "carbon neutral" by 2030, meaning that 
any deforestation still continuing would be balanced by the planting of new forests. 
A carbon market, sometimes called a cap-and-trade plan, has been operating in Europe for several years, 
and a similar measure is expected to be enacted in the US under the next president. Such markets have 
inherent problems, though, including difficulty pricing credits properly when first issued and determining 
whether the carbon reductions being credited might have happened anyway. A tax on carbon is a more 
direct and effective way to decrease emissions. 
Adding "avoided deforestation" to the mix of carbon credits raises questions of whether corrupt or 
incompetent governments in parts of the developing world would step on the needs of their own people 
in a rush to grab the money, or simply take the funds and still fail to protect their forests. 
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Adding forest-preservation credits could also wreak havoc with the carbon markets themselves, bringing 
down the value  of the credits and ruining the market. 
Talk of adding forest protection into carbon-market schemes does spotlight an important fact: Forests 
have a value that so far has not been fully reflected in the world economy. Until it is, trees will be cut in 
favor of other land use. 
Nonprofit groups have worked tirelessly for years to preserve forests. But their efforts alone will never 
solve such an immense problem. Some means of recognizing the true economic and environmental value 
of the world's forests still must be found. 
(c) Copyright 2008. The Christian Science Monitor  
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How Confucianism could curb global warming 
BYLINE: James Miller 
SECTION: OPINION; Pg. 9  
LENGTH: 780 words 
DATELINE: Kingston, Ontario 
Now here's a curveball to secular Western policy experts: China's intellectuals are openly debating the role of 
Confucianism, Buddhism, and Taoism in promoting the Communist Party's vision of a harmonious society and 
ecologically sustainable economic development. 
Nowhere is the question of what to do about the environment more vital than in China, the world's largest 
emitter of greenhouse gases - especially because scientists agree that climate change disproportionately 
affects the poor and the disenfranchised and that climate change will affect future generations far more 
than the present. 
Yet the general impression of China's role in issues relating to environment is one of foot-dragging because 
it hasn't bought into a Western model to address it. 
But Pan Yue, China's vice minister for environmental protection, is calling for China to capitalize on 
traditional Chinese religions in promoting ecological sustainability. 
He says, "One of the core principles of traditional Chinese culture is that of harmony between humans 
and nature. Different philosophies all emphasize the political wisdom of a balanced environment. 
Whether it is the Confucian idea of humans and nature becoming one, the Taoist view of the Tao 
reflecting nature, or the Buddhist belief that all living things are equal, Chinese philosophy has helped 
our culture to survive for thousands of years. It can be a powerful weapon in preventing an 
environmental crisis and building a harmonious society." 
And this just might work. 
As The New York Times recently reported, China is in the midst of a transformation to cleaner forms of 
energy. 
Although much of China's energy needs are still met by inefficient, coal-fired power stations with poor 
track records in terms of emissions, China has begun to invest heavily in cleaner coal technology in an 
effort to improve efficiency and reduce emissions. 
Because of this, the International Energy Agency reduced its estimate of the increase in Chinese emissions 
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of global warming gases from 3.2 percent to 3 percent even as the same agency raised its estimate of 
China's economic growth. China is managing to increase its economic output at a greater rate than its 
emissions. 
This is good news for everyone. 
But buried innocuously in the middle of this report was the startlingly frank statement of Cao Peixi, 
president of the China Huaneng group, China's largest state-owned electric company. 
When asked about his company's decision to invest in more expensive but cleaner technology he replied: 
"We shouldn't look at this project from a purely financial perspective. It represents the future." 
The $64,000 question facing economists and politicians across the world is how to make decisions that take 
into account the big picture beyond the "purely financial perspective." 
This is a hard question for Western economic and political theorists to answer, because their theories are based 
on the Enlightenment view of the self as an autonomous, rational individual. 
But how are we to make decisions that take into account the interests of those who have not yet been 
born? 
Being respectful to the interests of past and future generations is key to the Confucian view of the self and 
groups. To the question, "Who am I?" the Confucian answers, "I am the child of my parents and the 
parent of my children." 
Confucianism begins from the proposition that human beings are defined by kinship networks that span 
the centuries. From this perspective the interests of the individual are bound up with the interests of the 
kinship group as it extends forward and backward across the generations. 
This will be a key factor in the way China handles present and future environmental issues. 
Consider the views of Jiang Qing, a leading Confucian intellectual. According to a recent report by Daniel 
Bell, a political theorist at China's Tsinghua Univeristy, Mr. Jiang proposes a political system that can take 
into account the interests of those who are typically ignored in modern democracies, such as foreigners, 
future generations, and ancestors. 
"Is democracy really the best way to protect future victims of global warming?" he asks. 
As China assumes a greater leadership role on the world stage, we can expect the emergence of a variety of 
models of sustainable development rooted in a plurality of cultural traditions, including Confucianism. 
The time when Westernization was the only credible model of development is over. 
James Miller is a professor of Chinese studies in the Department of Religious Studies at Queen's 
University, Kingston. He is currently researching the relationship between religion, nature, and 
modernization in China. 
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The Christian Science Monitor 
December 17, 2009 Thursday 
China can't be cool to Obama demands on global warming; 
The world's largest carbon emitter must submit to outside review of its 
efforts against climate change for the US and others to sign an 
agreement. 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
LENGTH: 592 words 
The world will hardly know if global warming is being curbed if the largest emitter of carbon - China - isn't 
releasing accurate data about its pollution. That's why it was correct for the United States to insist 
Thursday at the climate-change talks in Copenhagen, Denmark, that Beijing must be transparent about any 
claims of success in reducing greenhouse gases. Without outside verification of carbon cuts in big polluting 
nations such as China and India, the US Senate is unlikely to pass a tough bill that would force Americans to 
reduce their consumption of fossil fuels. And any international pact that sets hard targets for emissions 
reduction will mean nothing if there are suspicions of cheating or if some countries don't pull their own 
weight. The problem in China is that the ruling Communist Party has a long history of issuing false or at 
least unreliable data about its economy - as do many one-party regimes driven by ideology and that are 
often rife with corruption. Lower-level officials often cook official reports - or "add water," as the 
Chinese say - to meet quotas set by Beijing or to protect their turf. 
Beijing claims it has a campaign against statistical "falsification and embellishment." Indeed, gathering 
information in the world's most populous nation, which also has the third-largest and fastest-growing 
economy, is not easy. Still, official figures - such as energy use per economic output - are often revised 
several times after the first announcement. Foreign economists regularly find discrepancies in China's 
data. "One may begin to wonder about the possibility and likelihood of professional statistical work in 
China," writes Carsten Holz, an economist at Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, in a recent 
issue of the China Economic Quarterly. Fiddling with figures is also widespread in China's drive to increase 
renewable energy. Power companies, for instance, are required to produce 3 percent of electricity 
capacity - not actual electricity - from renewables. In many cases, the companies buy inexpensive 
wind turbines to meet that quota for capacity - but then the turbines break and are allowed to go idle. 
On the books, the companies have done their bit. China has begun to cooperate with the International 
Energy Agency - a body of 28 oil-importing nations - to review its efforts on cleaner burning of coal. 
Such cooperation is essential in a country with the world's third-largest reserves of coal and that still 
plans to rely for much of its energy on this dirty fuel. But will it now agree to the US demand for a 
"pledge and review" process in a climate-change agreement? At the Copenhagen talks, US Secretary of 
State Hillary Rodham Clinton said: "If there is not even a commitment [by China] to pursue transparency, 
that is a kind of deal breaker for us." In response, Vice Foreign Minister He Yafei said his government is 
ready for "dialogue and cooperation that is not intrusive, that does not infringe on China's sovereignty." It 
may be that a deal can be worked out. As an incentive, the US joined other developed nations in 
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committing to spend $100 billion by 2020 in developing countries for climate-change projects, such as 
adapting to higher sea levels or to save forests. Such a huge amount will likely lure poorer nations in Africa 
and Asia away from joining China in resisting the US demand for transparency. These talks offer a good 
opportunity for China to open its bureaucracy for international oversight if its attempts to build a green 
economy are to be credible. 
 
China can't be cool to Obama demands on global warming; The world's largest carbon emitter must 
submit to outside review of its efforts against climate change for the US and others to sign an 
agreement.  
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The New York Times 
January 27, 2006 Friday 
   Late Edition - Final 
State Of The Union 
BYLINE: By THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN 
SECTION: Section A; Column 1; Editorial Desk; Pg. 23  
LENGTH: 779 words 
On Tuesday President Bush will deliver his State of the Union address and map out priorities for his last 
three years. The direction in which America needs to go is obvious: toward energy independence. If Mr. 
Bush steps up to that challenge, this speech could be a new beginning for his presidency. If he doesn't, 
you can stick a fork in this administration. It will be done -- because it will have abdicated leadership on 
the biggest issue of our day. Here's the speech I'll be listening for: 
My fellow Americans, on May 25, 1961, President Kennedy gave an extraordinary State of the Union 
address in which he called on the nation to marshal all of its resources to put a man on the Moon. By 
setting that lofty goal, Kennedy was trying to summon all of our industrial and scientific talent, and a 
willingness to sacrifice financially, to catch up with the Soviet Union, which had overtaken America in the 
field of large rocket engines. 
"While we cannot guarantee that we shall one day be first,"Kennedy said, "we can guarantee that any 
failure to make this effort will make us last." 
I come to you this evening with a similar challenge. President Kennedy was worried about the threat that 
communism posed to our way of life. I am here to tell you that if we don't move away from our 
dependence on oil and shift to renewable fuels, it will change our way of life for the worse -- and soon -- 
much, much more than communism ever could have. Making this transition is the calling of our era. 
Why? First, we are in a war with a violent strain of Middle East Islam that is indirectly financed by our 
consumption of oil. Second, with millions of Indians and Chinese buying cars and homes as they join the 
great global middle class, we must quickly move away from burning fossil fuels or we're going to create 
enough global warming to melt the North Pole. Because of that, green cars, homes, offices, appliances, 
designs and renewable energies will be the biggest growth industry of the 21st century. If we don't 
dominate that industry, China, India, Japan or Europe surely will. 
But to lead, we must impose the highest energy-efficiency standards on our own automakers and other 
industries so we force them to be the most innovative. I want to inspire girls and boys across America to 
study math, science and engineering to help our nation achieve green energy independence. President 
Kennedy said, Let's put a man on the Moon. I say, Let's make oil obsolete. 
294 
 
 
Finally, my call for spreading democracy will never be achieved if some of the worst regimes on the 
planet -- Iran, Sudan, Venezuela -- have so much oil money they can misbehave and ignore the world, and if 
the rest of us -- Europe, America, China and India -- are forever coddling them to get access to their 
crude. 
With all of this in mind, I am sending Congress the Bush Energy Freedom Act. It is based on ideas first 
offered by the energy expert Philip Verleger and it argues the following: 
Transportation accounts for most of our oil consumption. And many Americans have purchased big cars and 
S.U.V.'s, expecting gasoline to remain cheap. That is no longer the case. Therefore, I propose creating a 
government agency that will buy up any gas-guzzling car or truck in America at the original new or used 
price, and crush it. This national buy-back program will be financed by a $2-a-gallon gasoline tax that 
will be phased in by 10 cents a month beginning in 2008 -- so people know what is coming and start 
buying fuel-efficient cars right now. 
By removing so many gas guzzlers, we will quickly reduce our oil consumption and create a huge demand 
for new energy-efficient cars from Detroit, which will rescue our auto industry. We have to do 
something drastic. The Harley-Davidson motorcycle company is worth more today than General 
Motors! But by sharply raising the gasoline tax, we'll also make sure that Detroit shifts its fleet to energy-
saving plug-in hybrids and hydrogen- and ethanol-fueled vehicles, which will force Detroit to out-innovate 
Toyota. And by generating so much income from a gasoline tax, we will be able to give gas-tax rebates to 
lower-income folks and have plenty left over to pay for new investment in education and scientific 
research. 
Impossible? Read my lips: Nothing is impossible when Americans put their hearts and minds to it. 
One last thing: I have accepted the resignation of Vice President Dick Cheney, who felt he could not be a 
salesman for the Energy Freedom Act. I am nominating Jeffrey Immelt -- the C.E.O. of General Electric, 
who has focused G.E.'s innovation around "eco-imagination"-- as Mr. Cheney's replacement. 
Good night, and God bless America.  
 
URL: http://www.nytimes.com  
LOAD-DATE: January 26, 2006 
LANGUAGE: ENGLISH 
DOCUMENT-TYPE: Op-Ed 
PUBLICATION-TYPE: Newspaper 
Copyright 2006 The New York Times Company 
 
 
295 
 
 
The New York Times 
December 20, 2009 Sunday 
      Late Edition - Final 
Off To The Races 
BYLINE: By THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN. 
The public editor is off today. 
SECTION: Section WK; Column 0; Editorial Desk; OP-ED COLUMNIST; Pg. 7  
LENGTH: 855 words 
DATELINE: Copenhagen 
I've long believed there are two basic strategies for dealing with climate change -- the "Earth Day"strategy 
and the "Earth Race"strategy. This Copenhagen climate summit was based on the Earth Day strategy. It 
was not very impressive. This conference produced a series of limited, conditional, messy compromises, 
which it is not at all clear will get us any closer to mitigating climate change at the speed and scale we 
need. 
Indeed, anyone who watched the chaotic way this conference was "organized,"and the bickering by 
delegates with which it finished, has to ask whether this 17-year U.N. process to build a global 
framework to roll back global warming is broken: too many countries -- 193 -- and too many moving 
parts. I leave here feeling more strongly than ever that America needs to focus on its own Earth Race 
strategy instead. Let me explain. 
The Earth Day strategy said that the biggest threat to mankind is climate change, and we as a global 
community have to hold hands and attack this problem with a collective global mechanism for 
codifying and verifying everyone's carbon-dioxide emissions and reductions and to transfer billions of 
dollars in clean technologies to developing countries to help them take part. 
But as President Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva of Brazil told this conference, this Earth Day framework only works 
"if countries take responsibility to meet their targets"and if the rich nations really help the poor ones buy 
clean power sources. 
That was never going to happen at scale in the present global economic climate. The only way it might 
happen is if we had "a perfect storm"-- a storm big enough to finally end the global warming debate but 
not so big that it ended the world. 
Absent such a storm that literally parts the Red Sea again and drives home to all the doubters that 
catastrophic climate change is a clear and present danger, the domestic pressures in every country to 
avoid legally binding and verifiable carbon reductions will remain very powerful. 
296 
 
 
Does that mean this whole Earth Day strategy is a waste? No. The scientific understanding about the 
climate that this U.N. process has generated and the general spur to action it provides is valuable. And 
the mechanism this conference put in place to enable developed countries and companies to offset their 
emissions by funding protection of tropical rain forests, if it works, would be hugely valuable. 
Still, I am an Earth Race guy. I believe that averting catastrophic climate change is a huge scale issue. The 
only engine big enough to impact Mother Nature is Father Greed: the Market. Only a market, shaped 
by regulations and incentives to stimulate massive innovation in clean, emission-free power sources 
can make a dent in global warming. And no market can do that better than America's. 
Therefore, the goal of Earth Racers is to focus on getting the U.S. Senate to pass an energy bill, with a 
long-term price on carbon that will really stimulate America to become the world leader in clean-tech. If 
we lead by example, more people will follow us by emulation than by compulsion of some U.N. treaty. 
In the cold war, we had the space race: who could be the first to put a man on the moon. Only two 
countries competed, and there could be only one winner. Today, we need the Earth Race: who can be the 
first to invent the most clean technologies so men and women can live safely here on Earth. 
Maybe the best thing President Obama could have done here in Copenhagen was to make clear that 
America intends to win that race. All he needed to do in his speech was to look China's prime minister 
in the eye and say: "I am going to get our Senate to pass an energy bill with a price on carbon so we can 
clean your clock in clean-tech. This is my moon shot. Game on." 
Because once we get America racing China, China racing Europe, Europe racing Japan, Japan racing Brazil, 
we can quickly move down the innovation-manufacturing curve and shrink the cost of electric cars, 
batteries, solar and wind so these are no longer luxury products for the wealthy nations but commodity 
items the third world can use and even produce. 
If you start the conversation with "climate"you might get half of America to sign up for action. If you 
start the conversation with giving birth to a "whole new industry"-- one that will make us more 
energy independent, prosperous, secure, innovative, respected and able to out-green China in the next 
great global industry -- you get the country. 
For good reason: Even if the world never warms another degree, population is projected to rise from 6.7 
billion to 9 billion between now and 2050, and more and more of those people will want to live like 
Americans. In this world, demand for clean power and energy efficient cars and buildings will go through 
the roof. 
An Earth Race led by America -- built on markets, economic competition, national self-interest and 
strategic advantage -- is a much more self-sustaining way to reduce carbon emissions than a festival of 
voluntary, nonbinding commitments at a U.N. conference. Let the Earth Race begin. 
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The New York Times 
January 24, 2010 Sunday 
    Late Edition - Final 
The Case for a Climate Bill 
SECTION: Section WK; Column 0; Editorial Desk; EDITORIAL; Pg. 9  
LENGTH: 550 words 
 The conventional wisdom is that the chances of Congress passing a bill that puts both a cap and a price on 
greenhouse gases are somewhere between terrible and nil. President Obama can start to prove the 
conventional wisdom wrong by making a full-throated case for a climate bill in his State of the Union 
speech this week. 
Washington has been forecasting the likely death of a climate bill with renewed certainty since Massachusetts 
elected a Republican senator who promised to block pretty much anything Mr. Obama wants. But even 
before then we were hearing two reasons why a bill could not pass: The Senate won't have any strength 
left when it finishes with health care, and the nation cannot afford a bill that implies an increase in 
energy prices. 
The first reason is defeatist, the second greatly exaggerated. The climate change bills pending in the Senate 
would not begin to bite for several years, when the recession should be over. The cost to households, 
according to the Congressional Budget Office, would be small. A good program would create more jobs 
than it cost. 
The list of reasons to pass a climate bill, on the other hand, is long and persuasive. 
Start with timing. The long-term trend in greenhouse gas emissions is up (the decade ending in 2009 was 
the warmest on record), and the sooner emissions decline, the better. The bill passed by the House last 
year calls for emissions in 2020 to be 17 percent lower than they were in 2005. This is the bare minimum 
required to give the industrialized world a fighting chance of achieving an 80 percent reduction by 
midcentury, which most mainstream scientists think will be necessary to avert the worst consequences of 
global warming. 
Then there is the race for markets. China is moving aggressively to create jobs in the clean-energy 
industry. Beijing not only plans to generate 15 percent of its energy from renewable sources by 2020, but 
hopes to become the world's leading exporter of clean energy technologies. Five years ago, it had no 
presence at all in the wind manufacturing industry; today it has 70 manufacturers. It is rapidly becoming 
a world leader in solar power, with one-third of the world's manufacturing capacity. 
Finally there's the question of credibility: Mr. Obama said in Copenhagen that the United States would 
meet at least the House's 17 percent target. Success in the Senate is essential to delivering on that 
pledge. Failure would undo many of the good things he achieved in Copenhagen, and it would give 
reluctant powers like China an excuse to duck their pledges. 
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The jobs argument should impress the Senate. Yet many Democrats as well as Republicans seem willing to 
settle for what would be the third energy bill in five years -- loans for nuclear power, mandates for 
renewable energy, new standards for energy efficiency. These are all useful steps. But the only sure way 
to unlock the investments required to transform the way the country produces and delivers energy is to 
put a price on carbon. 
Some senators understand that. John Kerry, Joseph Lieberman and Lindsey Graham are trying to forge a 
bill with a price on emissions as its core and enough other bells and whistles to attract the necessary 
filibuster-proof 60 votes. They will need help. Mr. Obama is the best person to provide it. 
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The New York Times 
April 28, 2010 Wednesday 
Late Edition - Final 
Failure Is Not An Option 
BYLINE: By THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN 
SECTION: Section A; Column 0; Editorial Desk; OP-ED COLUMNIST; Pg. 25  
LENGTH: 856 words 
China is having a good week in America. Yes it is. I'd even suggest that there is some high-fiving going on in 
Beijing. I mean, wouldn't you if you saw America's Democratic and Republican leaders conspiring to 
ensure that America cedes the next great global industry -- E.T., energy technology -- to China? 
But, before I get to that, here's a little news item to chew on: Applied Materials, a U.S. Silicon Valley 
company that makes the machines that make sophisticated solar panels, opened the world's largest 
commercial solar research and development center in Xian, China, in October. It initially sought applicants 
for 260 scientist/technologist jobs. Howard Clabo, a company spokesman, told me that the Xian center 
received 26,000 Chinese applications and hired 330 people -- 31 percent with master's or Ph.D. degrees. 
"Roughly 50 percent of the solar panels in the world were made in China last year,"explained Clabo. "We 
need to be where the customers are." 
And what kind of week is America having? After months of heroic negotiations, Senators John Kerry, 
Lindsey Graham and Joseph Lieberman had forged a bipartisan climate/energy/jobs bill that, while far 
from perfect, would have, for the first time, put a long-term fixed price on carbon -- precisely the kind of 
price signal U.S. industry and consumers need to start really shifting the economy to clean-power 
innovations. The bill was supposed to be unveiled on Monday, but it was suddenly postponed because 
of Graham's justified fury that the Senate Democratic leader, Harry Reid, had decided to push 
immigration reform first -- even though no such bill is ready -- in a bid to attract Hispanic voters to 
revive his re-election campaign in Nevada. 
After all the work that has gone into knitting together this bipartisan bill, which has the support of key 
industry players, it would be insane to let this effort fail. Fortunately, on Tuesday, Reid was hinting about a 
compromise. But, ultimately, the issue isn't just about introducing a bill. It's about getting it passed. And 
there we are going to need the president's sustained leadership. 
President Obama has done a superb job in securing stimulus money for green-technology and in using his 
regulatory powers to compel the auto industry to improve mileage standards to a whole new level. But 
he has always been rather coy when it comes to when and how much he will personally push an 
energy/climate bill that would fix a price on carbon-emitting fuels. Without that price signal, you will never 
get sustained consumer demand for, or sustained private investment in, clean-power technologies. All you 
will get are hobbies. 
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The president clearly wants this energy bill to pass, but his advisers are worried that because the bill 
will likely result in higher electricity or gasoline charges, Republicans will run around screaming "carbon 
tax"and hurt Democrats in the midterm elections. I appreciate the president's dilemma. But I don't think 
hanging back and letting the Senate take the lead is the right answer. This is a big leadership moment. 
He needs to confront it head-on, because -- call me crazy -- I think doing the right and hard thing here 
will actually be good politics, too. 
I'd love to see the president come out, guns blazing with this message: 
"Yes, if we pass this energy legislation, a small price on carbon will likely show up on your gasoline or 
electricity bill. I'm not going to lie. But it is an investment that will pay off in so many ways. It will spur 
innovation in energy efficiency that will actually lower the total amount you pay for driving, heating or 
cooling. It will reduce carbon pollution in the air we breathe and make us healthier as a country. It will 
reduce the money we are sending to nations that crush democracy and promote intolerance. It will 
strengthen the dollar. It will make us more energy secure, environmentally secure and strategically secure. 
Sure, our opponents will scream 'carbon tax!' Well, what do you think you're paying now to OPEC? The only 
difference between me and my opponents is that I want to keep any revenue we generate here to build 
American schools, American highways, American high-speed rail, American research labs and American 
economic strength. It's just a little tick I have: I like to see our spending build our country. They don't care. 
They are perfectly happy to see all the money you spend to fill your tank or heat your home go overseas, so 
we end up funding both sides in the war on terrorism -- our military and their extremists." 
Much of our politics today is designed to make people stupid, confused and afraid of change. The G.O.P. 
has been particularly egregious on energy and climate. I believe if you talk straight to the American 
people on energy and climate, they will give you the right answers, and, ultimately, the support needed 
to trump the vested interests and lobbyists who have kept us addicted to oil. Obama has all the right 
instincts on this issue. He just needs to trust them. If he brings his A-game to energy legislation, 
Americans will follow -- and then maybe we can have a good century. 
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The New York Times 
October 28, 2010 Thursday 
Late Edition - Final 
Remember Renewable Energy? 
SECTION: Section A; Column 0; Editorial Desk; EDITORIAL; Pg. 32  
LENGTH: 582 words 
Global warming, energy independence and good 21st-century jobs are three compelling reasons why 
Washington must do a lot more to promote renewable energy. Congress seemed to get it in 2005 when 
it directed the Interior Department to approve enough wind, solar and other projects on public land to 
produce 10,000 megawatts by 2015 -- enough to heat, cool and light five million homes. Not much has 
happened since. 
The George W. Bush administration was fixated on oil and gas exploration. The Obama administration was 
slow to get going. Until a little over three weeks ago, the Interior Department had approved more than 
73,000 oil and gas leases since 2005, but only one offshore wind energy project and not a single solar 
project. 
Things are beginning to turn around. In recent weeks, Interior Secretary Ken Salazar has approved six 
large-scale solar power projects on public land -- five in California, one in Nevada -- that together will 
provide enough power for as many as two million homes. 
He also gave final approval to the country's first commercial offshore wind farm, off the coast of 
Massachusetts. And a group of companies including Google announced plans to build an underwater 
transmission system to carry wind-generated power from public lands on the Atlantic Coast to Eastern 
cities. 
All this is very good news. But this country had already fallen far behind Europe and China, which are 
investing heavily in the industries that manufacture wind turbines and solar panels. Three things need 
to happen, quickly, if there is any hope of catching up: 
GENEROUS SUBSIDIES Renewable energy projects will require significant federal help until they can 
compete with cheaper and dirtier fuels like coal, oil and natural gas. Congress has provided a variety 
of tax credits and loan guarantees, but the support has been erratic. When the production tax credit 
expired at the end of 2003, development of newly installed wind capacity fell from 1,687 megawatts to 
less than 400 the following year. 
Investors will remain cautious until Congress commits to multiyear programs of support. Most 
immediately, it needs to extend a grant program for new wind and solar projects that was part of the 
2009 stimulus package. Grants worth more than $2 billion have since jump-started hundreds of 
projects, creating thousands of jobs. 
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FASTER APPROVALS It took three to five years of complex negotiations before the Interior Department 
signed off on the new solar projects. The Cape Wind project off Massachusetts had to run a gantlet of 
state and federal agencies and needed nine years to get a final permit. 
Mr. Salazar has reorganized the old Minerals Management Service, which regulates offshore wind 
projects in addition  
to oil and gas development, to make it more responsive, and directed the department to identify 
promising sites and develop a swifter regulatory process. The bureaucracy now has to deliver. 
TRANSMISSION Updating and expanding the electrical grid to accommodate new sources of energy 
will be the biggest challenge, and will require partnerships among states, federal authorities, the utilities 
and private investors. The Google project could be crucial to delivering wind power to Eastern cities, but 
major investments will also be needed in the West and Southwest. President Obama recently declared 
that no industry has greater potential to create jobs than clean energy. He is right. But it is never going to 
happen unless the administration and Congress do a lot more to push it ahead. 
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The Washington Post 
December 31, 1997, Wednesday, Final Edition 
Leave CO 2 to the Entrepreneurs 
Charles E. Bayless; Thomas R. Casten 
SECTION: OP-ED; Pg. A21 
LENGTH: 960 words 
Our companies burn fossil and other fuels to create electricity, heat and chilled water. There is no 
question in our minds that global warming is a potentially devastating problem and that humankind must 
reduce emissions of carbon dioxide. As power producers, we understand how much unnecessary CO 2 this 
nation emits, and we know how to cut fuel waste in heat and power generation. 
Negotiators from the United States and other developed countries went to Kyoto seeking caps on 
carbon dioxide emissions from each country. Our negotiators reached a deal with developed countries 
and committed the United States to significant cuts. Countries with less developed economies, including 
China and India, rejected this approach, fearing that carbon caps would become de facto caps on their 
future economic growth. Because the Kyoto accord does not provide for participation by developing 
countries, many here in the United States fear that implementing caps here, but not in developing 
countries, will cause the United States to lose its competitive position. 
The administration is going to have to explain to America how it intends to decide who will be allowed to 
emit CO 2 . Moreover, the administration will have to show that we can lower CO 2 emissions in a way that 
actually strengthens our economy. We believe that these twin goals can be met by unleashing market 
forces and rewarding efficiency. 
The best approach will be: Set a standard of fossil-fuel use for every unit of heat and electricity produced. 
Then, tighten the standard over time. This standard will lead the power industry to deploy more 
energy-efficient heat and power plants and to develop renewable energy from solar, hydro, wind and 
bio-mass. 
It is easy to measure and enforce a standard of fossil fuel-use per unit of heat or electricity. This standard 
solves the difficult question of who will have rights to emit. Each unit of heat and/or power produced 
would automatically receive credit equal to the standard. Those not meeting the standard in a given year 
would have to: (a) increase efficiency, (b) lower their average fossil fuel use per unit of energy by investing 
in renewable energy, (c) purchase credits from more efficient power producers, (d) incur penalties. There 
is, however, one problem. 
Seventy years of monopoly "protection" have severely impeded innovations in the U.S. electric utility 
industry. The average American power plant burns three units of fuel to produce only one unit of 
electricity, venting the other two-thirds as heat. In effect, two-thirds of every coal mine is a wasted hole 
in the ground. It's as much wasted energy as Japan uses each year to fuel its entire economy. And it's a 
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huge amount of money wasted on fuel. Consumers pay for the wasted fuel, and the atmosphere suffers 
from the pollution. 
Anticipating free competition for electricity sales, an increasing number of utilities are adopting new 
strategies. For example, our joint venture in Golden, Colo., serving Coors brewery, achieves more than 
double the average U.S. efficiency. We convert 70 percent of the fuel to useful energy -- electricity, steam 
and chilled water. We cut CO 2 in half, save enough fuel to cut Coors' costs and make money. The entire 
electric industry would do better but for outmoded regulations. 
It is essential to steer the energy industry toward efficiency now; otherwise many companies will 
continue to build inefficient plants, which could remain in service for half a century. In this regard, the 
administration and Congress need to address the fact that electric utilities relied on monopoly rules to 
invest many billions of dollars in power plants that need to be shut down or modified for the good of the 
country and planet. The right incentives to handle these so-called "stranded investments" will speed the 
transition to a modern, low-emitting energy system. 
Eliminate monopoly rules, and entrepreneurs will revolutionize the power industry. Guide the emerging 
competition with an efficiency standard that tightens according to a predetermined schedule. 
Entrepreneurs then will replace or retrofit our obsolete electric-only generation to capture waste heat 
and produce additional products such as steam, and hot and chilled water. Entrepreneurs will be 
rewarded for developing and deploying renewable energy. These market forces will lower the cost of heat 
and power to all consumers. Developing nations that don't adopt similar efficiency standards will fall 
further behind the increasingly efficient United States. 
The Kyoto protocol commits the United States to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions by 7 percent below 
1990 levels in 10 years. This is achievable simply by increasing U.S. electric generation efficiency to just 
over 50 percent -- by wasting only half the fuel. There is proof that this is possible. Great Britain opened 
its electric markets in 1989, and market competition has reduced CO 2 from electric generation by 39 
percent. This translates to a 13 percent drop in total U.K. CO 2 emissions in just six years. (U.K. electric 
prices have dropped by 15 percent to 20 percent in the same period.) 
To mitigate climate change and save money, we must pick the low-hanging fruit of improved efficiency. 
We must deregulate electricity so market forces can achieve greenhouse-gas-reduction targets and 
lower electric prices. This will help the U.S. economy and help those developing nations that adopt 
similar efficiency standards. The United States must demonstrate to the rest of the world that it is in 
their economic and environmental interests to reduce CO 2 . 
Charles E. Bayless is chairman, president and CEO of Tucson Electric Power Co. Thomas R. Casten is 
president and CEO of Trigen Energy Corp. 
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The Washington Post 
February 6, 2007 Tuesday 
Final Edition 
Global Warming's Simple Remedy 
BYLINE: Anne Applebaum  
SECTION: Editorial; A17  
LENGTH: 857 words 
"Worse than we thought." The headline in the British Guardian newspaper on Saturday was almost 
gloating about the bad news. The tone of the article that followed was no different: In Paris, a U.N.-
sponsored panel, consisting of hundreds of scientists from all over the world, had just declared that 
average global temperatures will probably rise 4 degrees Celsius over the next century. If so, catastrophic 
flooding, famine and water shortages may follow, along with the extinction of up to half of existing 
animal species. Malaria and other tropical diseases may spread. Among the coastal cities threatened by 
the higher ocean levels caused by melting ice caps, the paper noted -- not without a degree of 
satisfaction -- are London, New York, Tokyo and Hong Kong. 
Since the Guardian was not the only European paper to feature this story -- Germany's Der Spiegel 
cautioned "A Tropical Germany by 2100?" -- perhaps it's not surprising that the U.N. report inspired 
politicians of various hues, across Europe and the world, to seek controls on carbon emissions and the fossil 
fuels that create them. The British environment minister called for an "international political commitment 
to take action." The head of the German environment agency said, "We must all change our 
environmental behavior considerably." So much was said about the need for "action" and "change," in 
fact, that it's a wonder the resultant hot air didn't make temperatures rise higher. 
But don't get me wrong: I was convinced by the reigning consensus on global warming a long time ago, 
have accepted that human use of fossil fuels has caused it and am very glad so many European 
politicians take the scientists' words seriously. The question now is whether these same Europeans will 
start taking the solutions seriously. If so, they must begin by abandoning the bankrupt Kyoto treaty on 
climate change and encouraging the United States to do so, too. 
The much-vaunted treaty creates a complicated and unenforceable system of international targets for 
carbon emissions reduction, based on measurements taken in 1990. Critics of the American president 
have condemned him for failing to sign it, conveniently forgetting that the Senate rejected it 95 to 0 in 
1997, a margin that reflects broad bipartisan opposition. At the same time, few of the Asian and 
European signatories are actually on track to meet their goals; those that will meet the targets, such as 
Britain, can do so because their economies rely less on industry than they once did. Canada and Japan 
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aren't even close to compliance; China and India, whose emissions rates are growing most rapidly, are 
exempt altogether as "developing" countries -- which, given their economic strength, is absurd. 
None of which is to say that reduction of carbon emissions is impossible. But the limiting of fossil fuels 
cannot be carried out with an unenforceable international regime, using complicated regulations that the 
United Nations does not have the staff or the mandate to supervise, with the help of a treaty that 
effectively penalizes those who bother to abide by it. I no longer believe that a complicated carbon 
trading regime -- in which industries trade emissions "credits" -- would work within the United States 
either: So much is at stake for so many industries that the legislative process to create it would be easily 
distorted by their various lobbies. 
Any lasting solutions will have to be extremely simple, and -- because of the cost implicit in reducing 
the use and emissions of fossil fuels -- will also have to benefit those countries that impose them in 
other ways. Fortunately, there is such a solution, one that is grippingly unoriginal, requires no special 
knowledge of economics and is easy for any country to implement. It's called a carbon tax, and it should 
be applied across the board to every industry that uses fossil fuels, every home or building with a 
heating system, every motorist, and every public transportation system. Immediately, it would 
produce a wealth of innovations to save fuel, as well as new incentives to conserve. More to the point, it 
would produce a big chunk of money that could be used for other things. Anyone for balancing the 
budget? Fixing Social Security for future generations? As a foreign policy side benefit, users of the tax 
would suddenly find themselves less dependent on Persian Gulf oil or Russian natural gas, too. 
Most of all, though, the successful use of carbon taxes does not require "American leadership," or a 
U.N. committee, or a complicated international effort of any kind. It can be done country by country: If 
the British environment minister or the German chancellor wants to go ahead with it tomorrow, nothing 
is preventing them. If a future American president wants to rally the nation around a patriotic and noble 
cause, then he or she has the perfect opportunity. If the Chinese see that such a tax has produced 
unexpected benefits in America and Europe, they'll follow. And when that happens, we'll know that the 
apocalyptic climate change rhetoric has finally been taken seriously. 
applebaumanne@yahoo.com 
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August 12, 2009 Wednesday 
China's great wall to foreign green tech; 
Protecting domestic firms from foreign competition in alternative 
energy only hurts efforts against global warming. 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board  
LENGTH: 378 words 
When China's ruling Communist Party tells the energy industry in the world's largest controlled 
economy to "go green," the world can cheer. At last the largest emitter of heat-trapping gases is starting 
to make a contribution toward curbs on global warming - short of actually setting official limits on carbon 
emissions. But the world should not cheer China as it tries to protect its domestic green-tech industries 
from foreign competition. 
Foreign makers of solar panels and wind turbines are now often excluded from contracts for government 
projects in renewable energies. A recent "buy Chinese" policy has pushed out many foreign makers of 
wind turbines, for instance, in favor of local manufacturers. In many other ways, China is putting up 
trade barriers in an attempt to create export giants in these new technologies. The strategy is modeled 
on Japan's success after World War II in keeping foreign competitors out of the domestic car and 
electronic markets while building up export behemoths. But with clean energy, China has a big role to play 
in solving a critical global problem. Such technologies should be treated differently from other 
industries. Yes, the renewable-energy industry will likely be the next big jobs producer as the world 
tackles climate change. But because much of this industry still relies on subsidies to be competitive with 
fossil fuels, it is still not a true free market. It will need the invisible hand of global competitiveness and 
the legal exchange of technical know-how (not a pirating of patents) to become more competitive. And to 
reduce the use of coal and oil more quickly, every country, especially China, needs to adapt the best 
technology at the best price. Protectionism works against that shared goal. Subsidies for renewables, 
while sometimes necessary to kick-start these new technologies, often distort the market and create 
unexpected costs. A few European nations have subsidized their solar or wind industries at 
tremendous cost to consumers and taxpayers. China must abandon its communist and mercantile 
approach to controlling green industries - as should other countries that are similarly tempted. A global 
industry that sprang up to help solve a global problem should remain global, and not be walled in. 
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At climate change conference in Copenhagen, Denmark, the energy is in 
renewables 
BYLINE: the Monitor's Editorial Board 
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. 8 
LENGTH: 675 words 
A funny thing happened on the way to the global warming summit that opens Monday in Copenhagen, 
Denmark. 
Even though the outlook is bleak for a legally binding agreement on climate change coming out of the 12-
day meeting, the world's two largest countries, China and India, nonetheless announced targets 
beforehand to slow their carbon emissions - after years of resisting such a step. 
Why this late-minute flash of a red light on greenhouse gases by two of the world's biggest emitters? 
One reason may be political pressure not to be seen as international pariahs. But it is also likely that big 
industrializing countries now want to push the world faster toward clean energy in order to get a piece 
of the action in selling technologies in solar, wind, and biofuels. 
And that same aim may be one reason why President Obama changed his mind and is now expected 
to offer a 17 percent cut in US carbon emissions by 2020 (based on 2005 levels) - even though the 
Senate is nowhere close to backing him up on that goal. 
The clean-energy business has become a big job creator in many countries. The reasons are many: 
subsidies, regulations to reduce pollution and oil imports, or simply because more businesses anticipate 
a new pact on global warming in a year or so. 
Mr. Obama places investments in renewables as well as energy efficiency at the front line of his hopes 
for creating private-sector jobs. Some $80 billion of the 2008 economic stimulus package is slated 
for such industries. 
But there's a bit of a problem for the US in the global rush to renewables. 
"The world is passing us by," said US Energy Secretary Steven Chu last month. "We are falling 
behind in the clean-energy race," or what he calls the second industrial revolution. 
He notes that China is spending $9 billion a month on clean energy, having surpassed both the United 
States and Europe in high-tech manufacturing. By one estimate, the US commands only six of the 30 top 
companies in wind, solar, and advanced batteries. 
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In Germany, jobs in the renewable-energy sector are approaching the number in auto manufacturing. 
Japan has a near monopoly on batteries for hybrid cars. Denmark has the largest wind turbine 
company. Within a few years, China is expected to dominate the global solar industry. And it is 
investing $88 billion in its electrical transmission grid to bring solar and wind power to its cities. 
The US Energy Department's statistical arm, the Energy Information Administration, estimates that 
the global investment in wind turbines and solar photovoltaic panels will be $2.1 trillion and $1.5 trillion, 
respectively, by 2030. That's a hunk of change to lose if the US does not become more competitive in 
these industries. 
The lag in US investments is even more worrisome after a report by American University revealing that 
84 percent of the stimulus spending for renewable projects has gone to foreign companies. 
The biggest concern, though, is that China may soon become the hub in both the manufacturing and 
innovation of solar and wind technologies. That country's leaders, despite still relying heavily on coal 
and oil to grow the Chinese economy, have commanded that renewables be a big part of their top-
down industrial policy. Americans may be left simply installing clean-energy imports from China rather 
than making them. 
In September, Obama promised that green-energy goods would have a "made in America" stamp on 
them. But he is stymied by the lack of action in Congress to pass a bill to boost renewable energy (which 
is separate from a bill to curb carbon emissions). Once lawmakers are done with healthcare, they will 
need to act on those measures on energy and carbon. 
As the nation's energy chief and a former scientist, Mr. Chu is confident that the US can catch up with its 
competitors in renewables. "When we gear up our research and production of clean-energy technologies, 
we can still surpass any other country," he says. 
China, India, and many other countries have already boarded this train. When will the US? 
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